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LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


EsTaBLisuep 1853. 
Capital ... £400,000 


Debentures and Debenture Stock ... ai ... $208-130 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON. 
Proposal Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Offices. 

W. OSCAR NASH, F.1.A., Actuary and Secretary. 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


LIBRARIES VALUED OR PURCHASED. 
A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-Books always on Sale. 











3, BREAM’S BUILDINGS, CHANCERY LANE, E.C. 


FORMERLY OF 100, CHANCERY LANE AND CAREY STREET, 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 


SOCIETY, LIMITED, 





FULLY SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - = £2,000,000 
PAID-UPANDONCALL = - = = £200,000 
RESERVE FUND - - = = = = £180,000 


FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS, ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
Bonds, MORTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 





SEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane. W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56. Moorgate-strest. F.C. 


X IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS X 


In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 








LICENSED PROPERTY 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counse!, can be obtamed on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licenssd Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 

LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 


SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED 1836 
FLEET STREET, LONDON. 





10, 








FREE, 
SIMPLE, 





SECURE. 


INCOME - - - £467,000. 
BUSINESS IN FORCE - £13,900,000, 





FUNDs - - - - £3,900,000, 
YEARLY BusINEss (1901) £1,663,159. 


TRUSTERS. 
The Right Hon. Earl Hatesuny (Lord High Chancellor of England), 
The Hon, Mr, Justice Kexewion. 
His Honour Judge Bacon, 
Wriuiaw Wrasse, 
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Cases Reported this Week. 


| Tancred’s Settlement, Re. Re Selby ... 
| Van Praagh v. Everidge ... . ...........++0 


317 In the Weekly Reporter. 


Alliance Assurance Co. 


In the Solicitors’ Journal. si8 
Attorney-General and Warwickshire 
County Council v. Oxford Canal 
Navigation 
Bozson vy. The 
of Altrincham ..... ben. setguecs 
Chandler's. Wiltshire Brewery Co. vy. 
London County Council... 


Urban District Council 
316 | Harrison vy. 
Bee gee crc te 
op Huxtable, In re. Huxtable v. Crawfurd 
George Dunderdale Brough (Presumed | Nottingham Permanent Benefit Build- 
Deceased), In the Goods of ............. 319 | ing Society v. Thurston Re 273 
Joseph John Bowd (Presumed Deceased), | Pyne, In re. Lilley v. Attorney-General 283 


281 
232 
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Current Topics. 


Mr. Justice Farwett will next week take the place of Mr. 
Justice Kexewrcn as an additional judge of the King’s Bench 


Division. 


WE print elsewhere a Treasury Order regulating the character 
of the stamps to be used, and the documents to be stamped, on 
references to official referees under the Judicature Act, 1875, 
and on the enrolment of documents under the Settled Land Act, 
1882. We presume the reference is to section 16, sub-section 
(iii.), of the latter Act. 













THE FOLLOWING are the names and dates of call to the bar of 
the new King’s Counsel: Mr, ALEXANDER Gren, 1873, Midland 
Circuit ; Mr. Wrer1am Atrrep Merx, 1876, North-Eastern Circuit ; 
Mr. Gzorcr Spencer Bower, 1880, Midland Circuit; Mr. Franx 
Hamiiton Metxor, 1880, Northern Circuit; Mr. Mowracvs 
SuearMAN, 1881, Midland Circuit; Mr. Lancetor Sanpersoy, 
1886, Northern Circuit; Mr. Joun Rosxr1, 1888, Northern 
Circuit; and Mr. Joseru C. Prrestiey, 1888, Probate Division. 





In rue case of Re Harrogate Estates Co, (Limited) (ante, p. 
298) Bvexxey, J., gave an important explanation of the effect 
of section 14 of the Companies Act, 1900, which provides for 
the registration of debentures. Under sub-section 1 any of the 
securities therein mentioned, including ‘‘a mo or charge 
for the purpose of securing any issue of debentures” is void as 
against the liquidator and creditors, “unless filed with the 
registrar . . within twenty-one days after the date of its 
creation.” Under sub-section 3 the registrar is to keep for each 
company a register of mortgages or charges requiring registra- 
tion, and is to enter therein with respect to every such mi 
or charge the date of creation, the amount secured by it, short 
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names of the mortgagees entitled to the mortgage or charge. 
Upon these provisions Buoxtey, J., points out that there is no 
charge created, and hence the twenty-one days allowed for 
registration do not begin to run, until there is a person in 
whose favour the charge can take effect. Whether he must 
have actually advanced money upon it, does not seem to be clear, 
but since in practice debentures are always issued against an 
advance of money, the point is not of practical moment. The 
important consideration is that the period does not run from 
the date when the resolution authorizing the issue was passed, 
but from the date when a charge is actually created in 
favour either of a named person or of a person who can be 
ascertained, such as a bearer of the debenture. ‘‘The twenty- 
one days in section 14, sub-section 1,” said Buoxtey, J., ‘‘ runs 
from the date, not of the resolution which authorized the charge, 
but from the date at which the charge was created in favour of 
a person entitled to the benefit of the charge.” 


ahs .?9ve nrocedure is practicable enough when the persons 
entitled to the debentures are few, but in general debentures 
are issued to a considerable number of persons, and then the 
ial procedure prescribed by sub-section 4 should be used. 
This provides that where a series of debentures is created, it is 
sufficient to enter in the register (@) the total amount secured ; 
(5) the dates of the resolutions creating the series and of the 
covering deed, if any, by which the security is created or defined ; 
(c) a general description of the property charged; and (d) the 
names of the trustees, if any, for the debenture-holders. Accordin 
to Bucxtey, J., the peculiarity of this provision is that it does not 
require that the security shall have been actually ‘‘created” at the 
time of registration in the sense that there shall be debenture- 
holders entitled to it, and the company are entitled to send in 
these particulars for registration at any time, without regard to 
the lapse of any period of twenty-one days. If at the time they 
do this, no debentures have been actually issued, then the regis- 
tration is effectual to protect all debentures of the series which 
are subsequently issued. Under sub-section 5 the dates and 
amounts of issues made from time to time can be entered on the 
register, but the omission to do so does not affect the validity of the 
debentures. The registration of the debentures as a whole will also 
cover debentures which have actually been issued before the regis- 
tration, provided they have been issued within twenty-one days. 
In the case before Bucxtey, J., resolutions were passed on the 
18th of November, 1901, authorizing the issue of 150 debentures 
of £100 each, and a trust deed for securing the issue was 
executed on the 13th of December. On the 31st of December 
that deed was carried in for registration, and also certain 
debentures issued between the 13th of December and the 3ist 
of December. By inadvertence the date of the resolution was 
iven as the 13th of December instead of the 18th of 
ovember, but otherwise the registrar had before him all the 
particulars required for registering the series of debentures under 
sub-section 4. This error Bucxtzy, J., allowed to be rectified 
under section 15, and he held that there was thus a registration 
which was effectual to protect all debentures issued on the 13th 
of December or subsequently. More debentures were carried in 
after the 31st of December, some of which were out of time if 
each debenture required registration within twenty-one days of 
issue, and hence registration of these was refused by the regis- 
trar. In fact, however, no further registration was required so 
far as the holders were concerned, and all that was necessary was 
to enter a note of them in the register under sub-section 5. Hence 
Bucxtzy, J., held that no order extending time was required. 


At tHe assizes for the city of Gloucester recently, before 
Jur, J., a very interesting question of venue was raised in the 
case of Rez vy. Smith and Others. The three prisoners were indicted 
for larceny from the person, and the facts proved shewed that 

were members of a gang of thieves who went by an 
excursion train from Paddington. In the refreshment-room at 
Swindon the prosecutor's watch was stolen by the prisoners, who 
=? the train, but were arrested on the platform at 
. Now, with regard to offences committed on a 

journey, it is proyided by 7 Geo. 4, c. 64, s. 13, that, in indict- 
ments for felonies or misdemeanours committed upon any person 


“in or upon any coach, cart, or other carriage whatsoever 
employed in any journey,” the venue may be laid in any county 
through which the vehicle passed on the journey. In this case, 
however, as the facts came out, the felony was committed, not 
in the train at all, but in the refreshment-room at a place in 
Wiltshire. The question, therefore, at once arose whether the 
indictment could have properly been found in Gloucester? 
Now, it has been accepted as law for centuries that if a person 
commit a simple larceny in one county, and carry the 
stolen goods with him into another county, he may be 
indicted for the simple larceny in the county into which 
he carries the goods. But this principle seems to be 
confined to simple larceny, though, if the larceny committed in 
the first county be in fact a compound larceny, an indictment for 
the simple larceny, included in the more serious crime, may be 
found in the second county. In other words, as it has been 
stated, “the larceny itself is ambulatory, but the aggravated 
circumstances are fixed and stationary” (see Archbold, 22nd 
ed., p. 45). Stealing from the person, however—the offence 
charged in the indictment in this case—is compound larceny, and, 
therefore, the principle above mentioned does not seem to apply. 
This was allowed by the judge; but he then suggested that he 
had power to amend the indictment, under 14 & 15 Vict. c. 100, 
s. 1, by altering it into an indictment for simple larceny. This 
section, however, sets out the variations between the statements 
in an indictment and the facts proved which may be put right by 
amendment—such as variance in the name of any place, or 
alleged owner of property, or person injured, or in the descrip- 


&| tion of property. It is hard to see how the section allows the 


suggested amendment by altering the indictment to one for a 
different felony. The judge evidently shared this doubt on 
further consideration, for he directed an acquittal. As there 
were further indictments against the prisoners, on which they were 
convicted, and which were not open to these objections, justice 
was done eventually; but the case seems to shew that further 
powers of amendment ought to be given to the judges. 





A case recently decided in the Probate Division, Zn the Goods 
of Cory (1903, P. 62), is, we think, likely to encounter some 
criticism. Itis scarcely necessary to say that, by the general law, 
an administrator has no authority to carry on the trade or 
business of the intestate, and that he is required to enter into a 
bond (if the court requires with one or more sureties) conditioned 
for duly getting in and administering the personal estate of the 
deceased. It will be seen, therefore, that the court has no 
power to dispense with this bond, and with regard to the power 
to dispense with sureties, it is seldom exercised, and usually in 
cases where the administrator, from poverty or the absence of 
friends, is unable to find sureties. In the case of In the Goods 
of Cory the widow of the intestate, who had been a structural 
engineer in a small way, was anxious to obtain administration 
and to carry on the business with the assistance of a manager. 
Evidence was brought before the court shewing that nothing 
could be obtained for the goodwill of the business; that 
the stock-in-trade could only be realized for a small 
sum, and that the widow had no prospect of providing 
for herself and her children except by carrying on the business 
in the manner proposed. She asked in the alternative that 
sureties to the administration bond might be dispensed with. 
We are quite willing to assume that there was nothing 
unreasonable in the course suggested, but it was conceded that 
the court had no power to authorize the widow, as administra- 
trix, to carry on the business, and that if she carried on business 
without the leave of the court, she could not find sureties. We 
are, therefore, surprised to read that the President, Sir F 
JzunNE, granted administration in the ordinary way, taking the 
applicant’s bond and not requiring sureties. ‘Phe learned judge 
observed that it was very desirable that the widow should have 
a free hand with regard to the management of the property, and 
that he was willing to promote this object by dispensing with 
sureties. In other words, the administratrix is required to enter 
into a bond that she will administer the estate ot effects of the 
deceased “‘ according to law,” but she is excused from obtaining 
sureties in order that she may more easily deal with the estate 





“contrary to law.” It may be said that the case is govern 
by ite special circumstances, but they are circumstances W 
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are not unlikely to recur. It remains to be seen whether the 
case will be explained or limited if it is cited as a precedent in 
future applications. 





{HE INTEMPERATE attack on the Attorney-General in reference 
tothe London and Globe failure will probably meet with little 
sympathy from lawyers. They know, as laymen cannot know, 
the great difficulties which often lie in the way of bringing fraud 
home to guilty persons in criminal courts. We, in common 
with the rest of the public, are ignorant as to the facts laid before 
the Attorney-General; but we may be sure that these facts are 
not sufficient in law to support an indictment. For no other 
conceivable reason could the law officers of the Crown refuse in 
such a case to direct the Public Prosecutor to take proceedings. 
In Parliament, in the press, and elsewhere, the assertion has 
constantly been made that proceedings in this case could be taken 
under section 28 of the Companies Act, 1900. That section 

rovides that “‘if any person in any return, report, certificate, 

alance-sheet, or other document, required by or the purposes of 
this Act, wilfully makes a statement false in any material 
particular, knowing it to be false, he shall be guilty of a mis- 
demeanour.” Now, the principal allegation made in Parliament 
against the directors of the Lesion and Globe is that they 
published a false balance-sheet on the 3rd of December, 1900, 
giving a glowing account of the affairs of the company, whereas 
in truth the company was at the time in a desperate position, and 
within about three weeks collapsed. The Act, however, did not 
come into operation till the Ist of January, 1901, and cannot be 
retrospective. It is difficult, therefore, to see how any use can 
be made of it. The next provision to consider in relation to 
this false balance-sheet is section 84 of the Larceny Act, 1861. 
That section provides that any director of a company is guilty 
of a misdemeanour who “shall make, circulate, or publish, or 
concur in making, circulating, or publishing, any written statement 
or account which he shall know to be false in any material particu- 
lar, with intent to deceive or defraud any shareholder or creditor 
of such company, or with intent to induce any person to become 
ashareholder therein.” At first sight, it looks as if the directors 
in question might be brought within this section, assuming that 
the statement made in Parliament is true. It is to be noticed, 
however, that it is of the essence of this offence that the intent 
to deceive or defraud any shareholder or creditor must be 
proved, or else an intent to induce any person to become a 
shareholder. Here we are at once met by the fact that we do 
not know what evidence as to this intent was laid before the 
Attorney-General. If the statements in the document impeached 
can be shewn to be false to the knowledge of any director, 
probably an intention to deceive or defraud may be presumed. 
This is not, however, clearly established, and is certainly open 
to doubt. Probably it would be to the advantage of the public 
that the law should be materially amended, so as to make it 
easier to deal with fraudulent directors of companies. But the 
law officers can only take the law as they find it, and when we 
consider the high reputation of these gentlemen, both as men 
and as lawyers, and also consider that other eminent counsel 
have been taken into consultation by them, we feel bound to 
ee opinion that a prosecution would not be likely to 
succeed, 





Tue cask of The Imperial Bank of Canada v. The Bank of 
Hamilton (1903, A, ©, 49) is an interesting decision by the 
Privy Council upon the rights of persons who have paid money 
by mistake. It appears that one Baver was a customer of the 
Bank of Hamilton and drew a cheque upon that bank for five 
dollars, The word “five” was written, and a considerable 
space was left between that word and the next words printed on 

echeque. The cheque was dated the 25th of January, 1897, 
and on that day Baver took it to the Bank of Hamilton and got 
it marked or certified with the bank’s stamp. He then took it 
away withhim. The effect of this marking or certifying, as is 
well known, is to give the cheque additional currency by showing 
on the face of it that it is drawn in good faith on funds sufficient 
to provide for its payment, and by adding to the credit of the 
drawer thatof the bank upon which it isdrawn. After Bauer 

taken away the cheque, he wrote in the word “‘ hundred ” after 


for five hundred dollars. Bavzr took the eheque so altered to the 
Imperial Bank of Canada and opened an account with it. The 
cheque was placed to his credit ; he forthwith drew cheques upon 
the account so opened, and those cheques were honoured in the 
usual course of business. The cheque in question was paid by 
the Bank of Hamilton on the morning of the 27th of January, 
1897, the fraud not having been then discovered, but when on 
the next day, the 28th of January, they referred to Bavzr’s 
account in their ledger, the fraud was discovered. The bank 
immediately gave notice to the Imperial Bank of Canada and 
demanded repayment of 495 dols., and, the demand not having 
been complied with, brought this action to recover the amount. 





Was THE case, then, a payment made by the Bank of Hamilton 
the absence of an obligation (for the cheque, so far as the larger 
amount was concerned, was a forgery), and under the mistaken 
supposition of its existence, so as to make it inequitable and 
unconscientious of the other bank who received the money to 
retain it? The action was defended, first, on the Perse of 
negligence in paying the cheque; and secondly, because 
notice was not given to the Imperial Bank of Canada on 
the 27th of January, the day on which the cheque was paid. 
As to the first ground, the answer made by the Bank of Hamilton 
was that, even if negligence could be imputed to them in this 
respect (which was strenuously denied), this negligence did 
not induce the Imperial Bank of Canada to treat the cheque as a 
one and to give Baver credit forthe amount. The Judicial 

ommittee had no difficulty in holding that this answer was 
quite sufficient. The second point taken was, thatthe case was 
governed by Cocks v. Masterman (9 B. & C. 902), which laid it 
down that the holder of a bill is entitled to know on the day when 
it becomes due whether it is an honoured or dishonoured bill, and 
that if he receive the money and is suffered to retain 
it during the whole of that day, the parties who paid 
it cannot recover it back. The Judicial Committee held that 
this point could not be supported, for Cocks v. Masterman 
and the later case of London and River Plate Bank v. Bank of 
Liverpool (1896, 1 Q. B. 7) apply only to negotiable 
instruments on the dishonour of which notice has to be given to 
some drawer or indorser who would be discharged from liability 
unless such notice were given in proper time. In the present 
case notice of the mistake had been given in reasonable time; 
no loss had been occasioned by the delay in giving it, and the 
plaintiffs were therefore entitled to recover. The decision in 
Cocks v. Masterman has not met with unqualified approval, and 
we are glad that the Judicial Committee thought themselves 
warranted in holding that it did not extend to the case in hand. 
We have, however, some difficulty in seeing that either Cocks v. 
Masterman or London and River Plate Bank v. Bank of Liverpool 
proceeded on the ground that unless the notice of the dishonour of 
the bill were given on the day when it became due the remedy 
against some drawer or indorser might be compromised by the 


delay. 


Tue FEATURE of the criminal statistics for the year 1901, just 
published, which is of most general interest is that they shew 
an unmistakable, if not very serious, increase in crime so far as 
indictable offences are concerned, although the increase is 
treated in the introduction to the report as merely a casual 
fluctuation which can be partially explained by the working of 
section 2 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1899. It will be 
remembered that that Act extended from twelve to sixteen the 
age up to which offenders can be tried by a court of su 
jurisdiction on any charge short of homicide, and also allowed 
charges of obtaining money by false pretences, and of 
setting fire to commons or plantations, to be tried, by the 
defendant’s consent, without a jury. A comparison of the 
indictable offences for which children and young persons were 
tried in 1901 under the Summary Jurisdiction Acts with the 
figures in previous years induces the inference that the total 
increase in the number of indictable cases summarily di 
of, which was due to the operation of the Act of 1899, amounted 
to something between 1,400 and 1,500. Probably, besides this 
special reason mentioned in the report, there are some general 
reasons, such as the ending of the war in South Africa and the 








the word “five,” ‘The cheque then appeared to be a certified cheque 


return home of a large number of men, many of whom failed to 
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find regular employment, and the general slackness of trade 
leading to many men being thrown out of work, which must be 
held partly responsible for what we are quite prepared 
to Siew is merely a temporary increase in crime. The 
imcrease in non-indictable offences, which the report also 
notes, is not one of any great public concern, and has now 
become an annual feature of these statistics for many years 
. Perhaps, however, we ought to except those relating to 
enness, which have shewn a regular increase for many 
years. This assuredly is a most regrettable feature from a 
national point of view. With this exception, however, the 
increase under this head is accounted for by convictions for 
adulteration, with regard to which increased vigilance is shewn 
by the authorities year by year, and by offences against local 
bye-laws and police regulations, which naturally tend to increase 
as modern life becomes more complex. It would be interesting, 
for instance, to know how many fines were imposed upon motor 
car drivers as compared with preceding years! It is of interest 
to note that there is a decrease in the proportion of the persons 
who pay fines instead of going to prison, which is attributed 
to the amelioration of prison discipline made by the Prisons 


Act, 1898. 





TastE 39 of these statistics, which deals with the periods 
during which prisoners are detained before being brought 
to trial, still shews a most unsatisfactory state of things. It is 
quite evident that the Bail Act, which came into force in May, 
1898, and enabled a magistrate, on committing a case for trial, 
to allow the defendant to go at large on his own recognizance 
without requiring any further security, if satisfied that justice 
will not suffer thereby, has practically done very little to remedy 
what was recently described by Mr. Justice Wricur asa “ crying 
evil.” But the magistrates can hardly be blamed for that, 
since it is very seldom that they have any materials upon which 
og ean found their discretion. To realise the extent of the 
evil it is not only necessary to notice that the percentage of 
prisoners released on bail has not appreciably increased, but also 
that 129 persons ultimately acquitted were in prison for more than 
eight weeks, and forty-eight for more than twelve weeks, and 
twelve for more than sixteen weeks! But the delay in bringing 
an accused person to trial also often operates to the serious 
detriment even of those persons who are released on bail, and 
may, besides the moral suffering which it produces, result in 
serious, and possibly irremediable, loss or embarrassment in 
business affairs. In the case of persons actually detained in 

rison, this last consideration applies with tenfold force. Inthe 
introduction to the statistics the remedies suggested for this state 
of things are—first, the giving to courts of summary jurisdiction 
more extensive powers with regard to indictable crimes. But 
the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1899, has carried this process as 
far as it can usefully be carried, as appears from the 
statistics themselves, which shew that already the courts of 
summary jurisdiction deal with 80 per cent. of indictable 
crimes. When one reflects that this enormous mass of 
work is done almost wholly by unpaid magistrates, in 
addition to a vast amount of work connected with other matters, 
such as the poor law, licensing, lunacy, &c., one hesitates before 
further increasing the burden. The second remedy suggested, a 


more liberal resort to the Bail Act of 1898 already referred to, is | 


also, for reasons already stated, likely to be ineffectual. But in 
the third suggested remedy, a reform of our judicial system, and 
especially of the circuit system, in the direction of securing more 
frequent trials, there is more ground for hope. How long, one 
wonders, will it be before the circuit system, which is admittedly 
responsible for many evils, besides being costly in money and 
wasteful in time, will undergo a sweeping reform? It appears 
that in no less than twenty-one counties out of fifty-three the 


number of cases for trial at assizes during 1901 did not exceed | 


twenty ; while in fourteen counties there were less than a dozen ! 
What a waste of judicial strength this must mean, when it is 
remembered that the assizes are arranged on the county basis 
without regard to population. 








Sir A. Rollit has introduced in the House of Commons a Bill to 
extend the jurisdiction of the county courte anda Bill to amend the law 
relating to solicitor«. 


The Negotiating Fee and Costs on 
a Re-sale. 


Tue recent decision of Buckixy, J., in Re Romain (ante, p. 300) 
calls attention to the rule in the Remuneration Order defining 
the circumstances under which a solicitor can charge the 
negotiating fee, and also to the point, now well established, 
that the scale fees for deducing title, &c., do not apply to 4 
transaction unless the work which they are intended to cover is 
substantially done. By rule 11 of the rules to Schedule I, 
Part I., the scale for conducting a sale by auction is to apply 
only in cases where no commission is paid by the client to an 
auctioneer, and the scale for negotiating is to apply in cases 
where the solicitor of a vendor or purchaser arranges the sale or 
purchase, and the terms, and no commission is paid by the client 
to an auctioneer or estate or other agent. The effect of 
the rule in regard to sales by auction was settled by 
Drielsma v. Manifold (1894, 3 Ch. 100), and any payment 
made by the solicitor conducting the sale to an auctioneer, 
although it is only a small fixed payment for taking the bids, 
deprives him, if he charges such payment to his client, of the 
right to the scale conducting fee. ‘‘If,” said Lryvxey, L.J,, in 
that case, ‘‘ any of the expenses incurred through an auctioneer 
are charged to the client, the scale fee is not applicable, and 
the solicitor is to be paid upon the other method—a quantum 
meruit for the work which he actually does.” On the other 
hand, if the solicitor himself pays the auctioneer’s charges, there 
is then no reason why he should not get the scale fee himself, 
and it was so held by Norru, J., in Cholditch v. Jones (44 W. R. 
124; 1894, 1 Ch. 42). It had been argued that the solicitor 
could not, under such circumstances, be said to have done all the 
work so as to qualify himself to claim the scale fee, but the 
learned judge did not agree with this argument: ‘‘I think that 
a solicitor can properly be said to do all the work within the 
rule and cases referred to, if he does it either himself or by 
proper ageats whom he employs for the purpose, whether such 
agents be his own clerks or other persons retained for the 
occasion.” But the solicitor must actually pay the auctioneer out 
of his own remuneration, and the charge must not fall even 
indirectly upon his client. Hence in the same case Norra, J., 
held that if the conditions of sale required that fees should be 
paid to the auctioneer by the purchaser, this debarred the 
solicitor from getting the conducting fee, since the payment was 
in effect a deduction from the purchase-money. 


The application of the rule in regard to the negotiating fee 
was discussed in Re MacGowan (1891, 1 Ch. 105) both in its 
positive and its negative aspect. To entitle the solicitor to this fee 
two requirements must be satisfied. He must arrange the “sale 
or purchase, and the price, terms, and conditions thereof,” and 
| no commission must be paid by the client to any agent. In the 
| case just mentioned the solicitor arranged all the preliminaries 
of a contract for sale, but he was not able to bring about an 
actually concluded contract without obtaining the sanction of the 
court. It was held by the taxing-master and by Kay, J., that 
| in such a case the negotiating fee was not earned, but the Court 
| of Appeal took a different view. Of course the court may refuse 
its sanction, and then the matter goes off, and there is no 
question of any scale fee. But, whether the arrangement put 
before the court is sanctioned or not, the work of negotiating has 
been in fact done, and if the contract is sanctioned the fee 
becomes payable. ‘‘ When,” said Linpuzy, L.J., “ the solicitor 
draws up the proposals, and finally settles the proposals, which 
are laid before the court for its approval, it appears to me to 
finish that part of the business which can properly be called 
negotiation.” 

But the most usual ground upon which a solicitor is debarred 
| from claiming the negotiating fee is that a commission is paid to 
|toan agent. In Re MacGowan (supra) an attempt was made ‘0 
| treat fees paid to valuers, who reported as to the value of the 
property and whose reports were laid before the court, as com- 
mission paid to agents within the meaning of the rule. But the 








| 


Court of Appeal pointed out that they were expert witnesses, and 
| not agents, and that the obtaining their reports was no part of the 
here, however, another agent 14 


work of negotiating the sale. 
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in fact employed in the transaction, and a commission is paid 
to him, the scale fee is excluded, notwithstanding that such 
commission really covers other work as well. In Re Withall 
(39 W. R. 529; 1894, 3 Ch. 8) an agent was employed by a 
landowner generally on the terms of his having a certain per- 
centage on the purchase-money of all land sold during his 
agency. In the case of a particular transaction the agent was 
too ill to attend to it personally, and the negotiation was 
conducted by the landowner’s solicitor, but the agent was 
consulted and gave his advice and received his percentage on 
the purchase-money. The solicitor claimed the negotiating fee, 
but his claim was disallowed on account of the payment of 
commission to the agent. It was argued that the agent would 
have had his commission whether he was called in for this 
transaction or no, and Norrts, J., whose decision was affirmed 
by the Court of Appeal, agreed that, had he not been in fact 
called in, a payment to him for other work of a sum measured 
by the amount realized on the sale in question would not bave 
been a payment of commission within the meaning of the rule. 
But he had in fact taken a material and essential part in the 
business and had been paid a commission in respect of it, and 
the solicitor’s negotiating fee was in consequence excluded. 


In the case of Re Romain (supra) the negotiating fee was held 
to be excluded on a similar ground. Property had been 
purchased and resold, and the purchaser’s solicitor alleged that 
he had taken part in the negotiation, both of the purchase and of 
the resale. Upon the facts, however, as found by Bucxtey, J., 
certain agents had also been engaged in, and had received a 
commission in respect of, each transaction, and the solicitor was 
thus prevented by the negative part of rule 11 from obtaining 
negotiation fees, even if he had been able to bring himself 
within the positive part. But the case raised also the question 
of the right of a solicitor under such circumstances to claim the 
scale conveyancing costs, both on the purchase and the resale. 
Of course, where the resale is in fact altogether separate 
from the purchase, and separate work has to be done in 
respect of each transaction, it may be that two sets of costs 
must be paid, and a decision to this effect was given by 
Kexewicu, J., in Re Read (1894, 3 Ch. 238). In that case pur- 
chasers of land for £2,550 employed a solicitor to act for them 
who perused the contract on their behalf and investigated the 
title. After he had done this, a part of the land was resold for 
£1,800. The solicitor prepared the contract with the sub-pur- 
chaser, and delivered to his solicitor an abstract of title consist- 
ing of the abstract furnished by the vendors with a statement of 
the equitable title of the purchasers. The transaction was 
carried out by two conveyances, one from the vendors direct 
to the sub-purchasers for the part of the land resold for £1,800, 
and the other from tle vendors to the purchasers of the rest of 
the land for £750. It was held by Kexewicu, J. 
that this represented substantially a conveyance of the 
whole land from the vendors to the purchasers, and 
a conveyance of part from the purchasers to the sub-purchasers, 
and that in respect of each transaction a scale fee was payable. 
But the case was distinguished by the Court of Appeal in 
Rts Baillie §& Co. (15 T. L. R. 277), where there had been a 
purchase and resale of a public-house, the resale being et a 
slightly advanced price, and it was held that there had been 
in effect a substitution of different purchasers, so that there was 
in fact only one transaction. The logical result might have been 
to deprive the first purchaser’s solicitors of scale costs altogether, 
but it was admitted that they were entitled to one set of costs, 
and they were allowed vendor’s costs on the sub-sale. 

The case of Re Romain resembled Le Baillie § Co. in that the 
sub-sale was of the whole of the property comprised in the 
original purchase, and it appeared that all that the intermediate 
purchaser's solicitor did was to receive the abstract from the 
onginal vendor and hand it over to the sub-purchaser, and 
similarly with the requisitions. It was not unnaturally held b 
Buckixy, J., that he had not done the full conveyancing oak 
which, according to Re Lacey § Son (25 Oh. D, 301), is necessary 
to entitle a solicitor to the scale fee, and he could claim this fee 
neither on the purchase nor on the sub-sale. Thus the reasonin 
in Le Baillie was more strictly carried out than in that case, an 
the matter was referred back to the taxing-master to allow a 
proper fee for the work actually done. 





Misapprehension as to the Subject- 


matter of a Contract. 


Tue Court of Appeal has (1903, W. N., p. 25, reported 
elsewhere) reversed the decision of Kexewicn, J., in Van 
Praagh v. Everidge (1902, 2 Ch. 266). The soundness of this 
decision was questioned at the time in these columns (46 
Soricrrors’ Journal, p. 523); and it was submitted that since 
the parties were not ad idem, there was no contract. The 
Master of the Rolls intimated that in his opinion this view 
was correct, although the actual decision of the court was based 
on the ground that the memorandum signed by the auctioneer 
was not sufficient to satisfy the Statute of Frauds, owing to 
a mistake as to the date. 

There is a passage in the Digest (Lib. XVIIL., tit. 1, s. 9) 
which has been cited with approval by such great judges as 
Lord Bracksurn and Kwyicut-Bruce, LJ., and which seems 
very much in point. ‘“ Si igitur ego mse fundum emere putarem 
Cornelianum tu mihi te vendere Sempronianum putasti quia in 
corpore dissensimus, emptio nulla est. Idem est st ego me Stichum, tu 
Pamphilum absentem vendere putasti.” It is conceived that the 
principle of our law on this point is the same as that of the Civil 
Law—“ If there be misapprehension as to the substance of the 
thing, there is no contract ; but if it be only a difference in some 
quality or incident, even though the misapprehension may have 
been the actuating motive tothe purchaser, yet the contract remains 
binding ” : per Lord Brackxsurn in Kennedy v. Panama Co. (L. R. 
2Q.B., at p.588). Thedecisionin Zamplin v. James(15 Ch. D. 215), 
referred to by Kexewica, J., in support of his decision, 
merely applied to the equitable remedy of specific pone 
the principles regulating contracts at common law. that case 
there was no error in corpore but simply a mistake by the pur- 
chaser as to the quantity of the property purchased. 

Kexewicn, J., also relied on the principle laid down by the 
House of Lords in Stewart v. Kennedy (15 A. C. 108), which is 
stated in Fry on Specific Performance, pl. 765—viz., that a con- 
tract which has been reduced to writing cannot be impeached on 
the ground that the defendant has put an erroneous construction 
on the words in which it is expressed. This principle seems to be 
analogous to the doctrine of estoppel—viz, that although there is 
in fact no contract, a man may have acted in such a way as to be 
precluded from denying that he has agreed to the terms of the 
other: see Smith v. Hughes (L. R. 6 Q. B., at p. 607). In the 
case of a written contract there are in fact two questions to be 
considered—viz., (1) Was there in fact a consensus ad idem; and 
(2) are the terms so clearly expressed that the defendant cannot 
be heard to say that he misunderstood them: see Falck v. 
Williams (1900, A.C., at p. 178). This isa sound principle, 
since to permit evidence of mistake as to the meaning of a 
written contract would ‘‘open the door to perjury” and destroy 
the security of written engagements. But this principle has 
never been extended to the case of a parol contract, and is con- 
fined, apparently, to written agreements, signed either by the 
defendant himself, or by his agent with his assent and approba- 
tion: cf. Powell v. Smith (L. R. 14 Eq. 85). Now, in Van 
Prawgh vy. Everidge the only written document was the memor- 
andum signed by the auctioneer after the defendant had 
discovered his mistake and repudiated the transaction. The 
rule that, after a lot has been knocked down, a purchaser 
cannot revoke the authority of the auctioneer, only amounts 
to this—that, notwithstanding such revocation, the auctioneer 
may sign a memorandum which is sufficient for the pues of 
the Statute of Frauds. It cannot be contended that such a 
memorandum is binding on the purchaser for all purposes so 
as to preclude him from shewing that it does not represent the 
contract into which he intended to enter. It is, therefore, 
subitted that the principle of Stewart v. Hennedy does not 
apply to this case, even if that principle extends to a mistake, 
not merely as to the meaning of the written words, but as 
to the subject-matter dealt with by the contract: see Wilding 
v. Sanderson (1897, 2 Ch., at p. 550); Baxendale vy. Seale (19 
Beay. 609), 

It is remarkable that the same learned judge who in Fan 
Praagh v. Everidge refused to listen to the plea of mistake has 
since granted relief in a case where the sale had been com- 
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pleted, and there was no error in corpore. In Scott v. Coulson 
(ante, p. 254), the subject-matter of the sale was a policy of life 
assurance, and, after completion, it was discovered that the 
insured had died some time prior to the sale. Neither 
party was aware of this fact at the time the contract 
of sale was entered into, and it was, therefore, 
a case of common mistake. It is conceived that this 
mistake would have furnished no defence to an action by 
the purchaser at common law, for the subject-matter of the 
contract still continued to be a policy of insurance: ¢f. Barr 
v. Gibson (3 M. & W. 390). It is possible that if the matter 
rested in fiert, the court would refuse specific performance 
in such a case on the ground of hardship: see Cochrane v. Willis 
(L. R. 1 Ch. 58), Zllard v. Liandaff (1 Ball & B. 241); but ef. 
Turner vy. Green (1895, 2 Ch. 205). It is, however, to be observed 
that Cochrane v. Willis was a case of an agreement between a 
remainderman and the assignee of the tenant for life, and since 
the tenant for life was in fact dead, there was a total failure of 
consideration. The case is really analogous to that of a man 
contracting to purchase property which is already his own. 
Moreover, even if equity would relieve prior to completion, 
it is clear that after completion “the peculiar doctrines 
of specific: performance are entirely beside the question,” 
as was pointed out in Okill v. Whittaker (1 De Gex & Sm., 
at p. 89) by the same judge (Kwicut-Brucz, LJ.) who 
decided Cochrane v. Willis. It does not appear whether Okiil 
v. Whittaker was cited in Scott v. Coulson, but the 
judgment of Lord Corrennam in that case (2 Ph, at p. 
40) seems to be very much in point, and clearly indicates that 
the court ought not to grant relief when the only equity is 
“that the thing turns out more valuable than either of the 
parties oa, gl If, instead of having increased in value, the 
policy been forfeited for non-payment of premiums, there 
would probably be a case for rescission at the suit of the pur- 
chaser, because the subject-matter would have been non-existent 
at the time of the sale: see Hitchcock vy. Giddings (4 Pri. 135) ; 
Strickland y. Turner (7 Ex. 208). But the mere fact that the 
subject-matter has, unknown to the parties, either increased or 
decreased in value, ought not, it is conceived, to be a ground for 
rescission after completion. 








Reviews. 


Justices’ Practice. 


SToNE’s JUSTICES’ MANUAL: BEING THE YEARLY JUSTICES’ 
Practice FoR 1903. WirH TABLE oF STATUTES, TABLE OF 
CASES, APPENDIX OF FoRMs, AND TABLE OF PUNISHMENTS. 
Edited from 1876 to 1901 by the late Gzorcre B. KENNETT, Esq. 
THIRTY-FIFTH EpITIon. Edited by J. R. Roperts, Esq., Solicitor. 
Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


In preparing this year’s edition of Stone, the labour expended 
by its able editor must have been exceptionally great, for 
an unusual quantity of new and extremely important matter 
has had to be incorporated. The new Licensing Act alone 
has demanded a very large amount of revision and rewriting 
of the last edition, and it is accorded the distinction of being set 
out in full in the appendix. Other important new Acts which 
concern the jurisdiction of justices are the Musical (Summary Pro- 
ceedings) Copyright Act and the Midwives Act. In reference to the 
first-mentioned of these two Acts we see that the very recent case of 
Re Francis, which was not decided till the middle of last month, is 
duly noticed, so that the book has evidently been revised right up to 
the time it left the press. There is one great change in the form of 
the book—namely, in the table of cases. In former editions this was 
merely a list of the names of the cases with references to the pages of 
the work. Now we have, after the name of each case in the table, 
references to all the various series of reports in which the case may be 
found. This is a very useful improvement. Considerably over a 
hundred new cases are noted in this edition, and it is really almost 
impossible to find that any decision of the slightest importance has 
been omitted. This work is so well known that any description of its 
general plan and scope is quite unnecessary. It has also, by passing 
through so many editions under careful anak compen editors, Lame we | 
such a state of perfection that praise would be superfluous. Suffice 
it to say that the latest edition fully maintains the reputation of 


Books Received. 


The English Reports. Vol. XXIV.: Chancery IV., containing 
Precedents in Chancery—Peere Williams, Vols I.-III. William Green 
& Sons, Edinburgh; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

A Compendium of Sheriff and Execution Law. By Puutir §, 
MATHER, Solicitor and Notary, formerly Under-Sheriff of Newcastle- 
on-Tyne. Second Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited); Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 

The Municipal Corporations Acts and other Enactments Relating 
to the Powers and Duties of Municipal Corporations Thereunder, 
with Notes and References to the Cases Thereon. By the late Sir 
CHRISTOPHER RAWLINSON, Chief Justice of Madras. Ninth Edition, 
By his son, Joun F. P. Rawxiyson, LL.M., K.C., and J. A. Jonnstoy, 
B.A. (Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Journal of the Society of Comparative Legislation. Edited for 
the Society by JoHN MacponeELL, Esq., C.B., LL.D., and Epwarp 
Mawson, Esq. New Series, 1902, No. 2. John Murray. 








Correspondence. 


Gavelkind. 
[Tv the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Lest it should be thought that your suggestion that gavelkind 
might well be abolished has met with unqualified approval among 
your readers, I venture to point out reasons why its abolition is not 
only unnecessary but inexpedient. 

In the first place, I have never heard that the existence of gavelkind 
causes any substantial inconvenience to the profession. 

If any such inconvenience prevails it is not to be compared in 
degree to that caused by the existence, in different parts of the 
country, of copyhold tenure with varying incidents, and some of them 
most burdensome. 

But there are, it seems to me, two good reasons which entirely 
justify the existence of gavelkind, and I will confine myself to them. 

It is on intestacy in respect of real estate that gavelkind is most 
peculiar. This peculiarity is well known, and it simply is that in 
gavelkind primogeniture does not exist. The original reason of 
primogeniture is also well known, but that reason no longer exists, 
and there is no other reason which could justify the preference of the 
eldest son. Therefore, I think it is fair to say that the common law 
of Kent is, in this respect at any rate, superior to the common law. 
And it must not be forgotten that the common law follows gavelkind 
in inheritance among females, and that practically the same principle 
had been adopted in the distribution of personal estate. 

The late Mr. Joshua Williams, Q.C., was an advocate of the altera- 
tion of the law of descent so as to remove the injustice caused by 
primogeniture ; and if any such alteration were contemplated, the 
position of gavelkind might be considered, but, until then, I for one, 
and I am sure there are many more, both lawyers and laymen, who 
would, protest against the abolition of this incident of gavelkind. 

But there is another important peculiarity in gavelkind—viz., the 
power of infant heirs over fifteen years of age to convey land by 
feoffment with livery of seisin. It is frequently very useful in con- 
veyancing in Kent to be able to fall back upon this power, which 
enables infants to do what the general law does not allow. It is true 
the formalities that ust accompany feoffment are inconvenient, but 
it is better to be able to do what is wanted even with difficulty than 
to be unable to do it at all. 

It occurs to me to be peculiar that Kentish infants should be 
competent to do what other infants are not allowed to do. I know 
no reason why all infants should not be enabled to convey provided 
proper safeguards are provided. Again I say if the general law in 
this respect can be altered, this incident of gavelkind might be done 
away with. But in the absence of legislation, for the few reasons I 
have given, I think I may say that, so far from it being desirable to 
abolish gavelkind, it is most desirable that the general law of England 
should in the above respects be assimilated to gavelkind—the common 
law of Kent. J. B. 
Maidstone, Feb. 24. om 








On Saturday last, says the Times, Mr. Danckwerts asked Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, sitting as an additional judge of the King’s Bench Division, 
whether he could inform him which actions would be in the paper on 
Monday. Mr. Justice Kekewich said that he was glad to have that oppor- 
tunity of stating in public that he had proposed, in accordance with his 
usual practice in the case of actions in the Chancery Division, to publish in 
the cause list, for the convenience of suitors, a list of those actions which 
were the next to be tried, but he wasinformed that that was contrary to the 
practice of the’ King’s Bench Division, which he thought was a very 





what is probably the most widely-used text-book in the country. 


practice, and he was not allowed to do so. 
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Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Debentures—Registration.—Section 14 of the Companies Act, 
1900, requires certain mortgages or charges (including one to secure 
“any issue of debentures,” and also certain charges which are almost 
always contained in debentures or debenture trust deeds) to be regis- 
tered within twenty-one days after the date of the creation of the 
charge. First comes the resolution to execute debentures, or a trust 
deed, or both. That does not create a charge. Then debentures are 
issued—sealed and handed to the subscribers for money—or a trust- 
deed is executed to secure debentures, and on payment debentures are 
issued to persons who thereupon become entitled to a charge. Where 
the charged property is abroad, the security may be registered within 
twenty-one days, although something abroad has to be done to com-= 
plete it (see sub-section 2). As to the charges mentioned in* sub- 
section 1, they must be registered within twenty-one days. This 
would apparently apply to any of the mortgages or charges mentioned 
in sub-section 1, including debentures even forming part of an issue, 
but subject to sub-section 4, the effect of which is that where a series 
of debentures ‘‘ containing”’ a pari passu charge is created it is suffi- 
cient to register certain particulars. This provision has caused great 
perplexity. The registration which is to be sufficient is to consist of 
the following particulars: (1) The total amount secured by the series ; 
(2) date of the resolution “‘creating the series”; (3) date of the 
covering deed creating or defining the security; (4) general descrip- 
tion of the property charged; (5) names of trustees, if any. Accord- 
ing to Buckley, J., the registration protects all debentures subse- 
quently issued, although a charge by those debentures, or by 
the covering deed, has not yet arisen because no debentures 
have yet been issued (and the twenty-one days rule does 
not apply to this registration), and also covers debentures 
issued not more than twenty-one days before this regis- 
tration. Where more than one issue is made of the same series, 
sub-section 5 says, the date and amount of any particular issue may, 
but need not, be-entered. This, says Buckley, J., relates to cases 
where there has been a registration under sub-section 4, and it con- 
firms his view, as also does sub-section 6, requiring the company to 
indorse a copy of the certificate of registration on every debenture 
which is issued and secured by a registered mortgage or charge. It 
seems to come to this: If you have debentures which do not form a 
series you must separately register them within twenty-one days 
from the time when they create a charge. You must register each 
debenture even if it does form part of a series unless you have the 
special registration under sub-section 4. If you have that special 
registration you need not register any debentures previously issued 
(within twenty-one days) or any debentures subsequently issued 
(whether they themselves create the charge or only give the benefit of 
a charge under the trust deed) at whatever period of time, although 
you may do so, if you like, under sub-section 5. The learned judge 
has now told the Registrar of Joint Stock Companies what his duties 
are. Whether the advice will be followed without an argument by 
counsel on behalf of the Board of Trade, remains to be seen. The 
separate registration fee on each debenture is not likely to be dis- 
pensed with without some opposition. —RE HARROGATE EsTATEs 
(Limrep) (Buckley, J., Feb. 13) (ante, p. 298.) 


Common Law. 


Bastardy—Marriage of Mother—Husband Able to Maintain 
Child—Liability of Putative Father.—The mother of a bastard 
child, of whom the repondent was the father, married another man. 
Soon after the marriage the husband left his wife, and she, being 
unable to support the child, sent it to the Plymouth Workhouse, 
where it was maintained by the appellants. She was subsequently 
reconciled to her husband, and they resumed cohabitation, but he 
refused to take the child out of the workhouse or to maintain it, 
although well able to do so. The appellants then took proceedings 
against the respondent for an order upon him under the Bastardy 
Law Amendment Act, 1873, to contribute to the child’s support. 
The justices decided that, as the husband was liable by statute to 
support the child, they could not make an order on the respondent. 
The appellants appealed. By section 57 of 4 & 5 Will. 4, c. 76, a 


man who married a woman having at the time children legitimate or 


illegitimate is liable to maintain such children until they reach the 
age of sixteen years. By section 5 of the Bastardy Law Amendment 
Act, 1873, whenever a bastard child becomes chargeable to a union 


an order may be made by a court of summary jurisdiction upon the 
man whom the justices find to be the father of the child to contribute 
Held, that in this last-mentioned statute 


to the child’s support. 
“chargeable” means chargeable in fact, not merely chargeabk 


iemene b and that, therefore, the child in question had become 
e Held, also, that the justices 


chargeable to the appellants’ union. 


notwithstanding the fact that the mother’s husband had the means to 
support the child, and was primarily liable to support it (Lord 
ALVERSTONE, C.J., and WILLs and CHANNELL, JJ.).—GUARDIANS OF 
PLYMOUTH v. Grpss (67 J. P. 59). 








Result of Appeals. 
House of Lords. 


Pelham Clinton v. Duke of Newcastle. Judgment and order affirmed and 
appeal dismissed with costs without calling on respondent. Feb. 24. 
Bradley and Another v. Carritt. Heard; consideration adjourned sine 
die. Feb. 26. 
Van Laun v. The City Line (Limited). Orders appealed against affirmed 
and appeal dismissed with costs, without calling on respondent. 
Feb. 26. 
Sir Arthur Kekewich and Others v. Barker and Others. Order appealed 
from reversed ; costs of both parties to be paid out of resid uary trust 
fund. Feb. 26. 
Appeal Court J. 
(Final List.) 
E. L. Browne v. M. C. Furtardo (Surveyor of Taxes) (Revenue Side). Appeal 
of respondent from judgment of Mr. Justice Phillimore, dated June 20, 
1902. Allowed with costs. Feb. 20. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
Smith +. The Gold Coast and Ashanti Explorers (Limited). Appeal of 
defendants from order of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Wills 
and Channell, dated Jan. 15, 1903. Dismissed with costs. Feb. 20. 
Ellis v. London and India Docks Co. Appeal of defendants from order of 
the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Wills and Channell, dated Jan. 29, 
1903. Dismissed with costs. Feb. 20. 
(Final List.) 
Bassett v. Maudslay. Appeal of defendant from judgment of Mr. Justice 
Bucknill, dated Nov. 26, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex (by order). 
Settled. Feb. 20. ° 
Maskelyne & Cooke v. Smith (Defendant) and John Arthur Palmer and 
Smith Bros., Claimants (interpleader issue). Appeal of plaintiffs 
from judgment of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Darling and 
Channell, dated April 8, 1902. Dismissed with costs. Feb. 21. 
Keen v. Dredge. Application of plaintiff for leave to appeal. Referred 
to official referee. Feb. 23. 
The New Grappler Pneumatic Tyre Co. (Limited) +. The North Cheshire 
Rubber Co. (Limited). Application of defendant for security for 
costs of appeal. Dismissed with costs. Feb. 23. 
In re Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. Garbutt v. The Aslington 
Coal Co. (Limited). Application of appellant for leave to appeal after 
expiration of time. Allowed with costs. Feb. 23. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
Kerry rv. Burr. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. Justice Bruce, dated 
Feb. 10, 1993. Dismissed with costs. Feb. 23. 
Williams v. Williams. Application to change venue. Dismissed with 
costs ; order as to specia! jury varied. Feb. 23. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
Gladley v. Great Eastern Railway Co. Application of defendants for 
judgment or new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, dated 
Aug. 4, 1902, at trial before Mr. Justice Lawrance and a special jury, 
Middlesex (advanced by order). New trial granted. Feb. 26. 


Appeal Court II. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 
In re A Debtor (Ex parte The Dabtor). No. 1,126 of 1902. From a 
receiving order made by Mr. Registrar Hope, dated Jan. 23, 1903. 
Dismissed with costs. Feb. 20. 
(General List.) 
Tharp v. de Wezele. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. Justice Joyce 
(set down July 22,1902). Dismissed with costs. Feb. 20 
The Acetylene Illuminating Qo. (Limited) and Another e. The Giffre 
Electro Chemical and Power Co. (Limited) and Others. Appeal of 
plaintiffs from order of Mr. Justice Buckley (set down July 25, 1902). 
Same ev. Thorn and Hoddle Acetylene Co. (Limited) and Another. 
Appeal of plaintiffs from order of Mr. Justice Buckley (set down July 
25, 1902). Dismissed with costs. Feb. 21. 
In re Druitt (Deceased). Druitt ». Dehler. 
order of Mr. Justice Joyce (set down Noy. 12, 1902). 
costs. Feb. 21. 
(General List.) 
(For Judgment.) 
The Attorney-General ¢. The Oxford Canal Navigation. 


Appeal of defendant from 
Allowed with 


Appeal of 


plaintiff from order of Mr. Justice Kekewich (set down July 22, 1902) 


Dismissed with costs. Feb. 2. 





had jurisdiction to make the order asked for upon the respondent, 


(c.a.v. Jan, 21). 
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(For Hearing.) 


Hewett v. Carpenter. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. Justice 
Kekewich (set down July 23, 1902). Dismissed with costs. Feb. 24. 


The Birmingham Pneumatic Tyre Syndicate (Limited) v. The Reliance 
Tyre Co. Appeal of defendants from order of Mr. Justice Byrne (set 
down June 17, 1902) (security ordered, Dec. 19, 1902) Dismissed with 
costs on non-payment of costs into court. Feb. 24. 

In re Gossling (Deceased). Gossling and Others v. Elcock and Others. 
Appeal of Attorney-General from order of Mr. Justice Farwell (set 
down July 23, 1902). Allowed with costs. Feb. 24. 

Holton v. Speak. Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justice Byrne 
(set down August 8, 1902). ~ Dismissed with costs. Feb. 24. 

(Orignal Motions.) 

Knight and Another v. Law and Others. Application of defendants for 
security for costs of appeal (No. 100, Chancery General List), £40 
ordered ; costs of application to be costs in appeal. Feb. 25. 

Gillett ». Barker. Application of plaintiff W. H. Gillett in person for 
leave to appeal. Dismissed with costs. Feb. 25. 

The Jarrah Timber and Wood Paving Corporation (Limited). Application 
of defendant for stay of execution pending appeal to House of Lords. 
Allowed with costs. Feb. 25. 

Fleming v. Shaw. Application of defendant for stay of execution pending 
hearing of appeal (No. 119, Chancery General List). Allowed with 
costs. Feb. 25. 

Jones v. Beavington. 
costs of appeal (No. 103, Final List). 
costs of application. Feb. 25. 

(General List.) 

The Tilt Cove Copper Co. (Limited) r. The Cape Copper Co. (Limited). 
Appeal of defendants from order of Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady (set 
down July 23, 1902). Dismissed with costs. Feb. 25. 

In re R. Appleby (Deceased). Walker and Another v. Lever and Another 
and Walker rv. Nisbet and Others. Appeal of plaintiffs W. E. Walker 
and H. Charles Nisbet and others from order of Mr. Justice Byrne (set 
down July 25, 1902). Dismissed with costs without calling on 
respondent. Feb. 25. 

In the Matter of the Calcot Park and other Settled Estates in the County 
of Berks and In the Matter of the Settled Land Acts, 1862 to 1890. 
Appeal of H. B. Blagrave from order of Mr. Justice Joyce (set down 
Aug. 8, 1902). Dismissed with costs. Feb. 25. 

(General List.) 
For Judgment.) 

The Capital and Counties Bank (Limited) r. Rhodes and Others. Appeal 
of plaintiffs from order of Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated May 2, 1902 
(c.a.v. Feb. 4). Allowed with costs. Feb. 26. 

For Hearing. 

Anzas & Co. (Limited) ». W. Gibbs (Limited). Appeal of defendants 
from order of Mr. Justice Kekewich—produce order (set down Aug. 
12, 1902). Dismissed with costs for want of appearance. Feb. 26. 

({1icke and Another v. Chapman. 
Mr. Justice Kekewich (set down August 13, 1902). 
costs. Feb. 26. 

In re Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890 and In re The North West Argentine 
Railway Co. (Limited). Appeal of Condola Central Railway Co. 
(Limited) from order of Mr. Justice Buckley (set down Aug. 14, 1902). 
Dismissed with costs, without calling on i:espondent. Feb. 26. 


Specially-constituted Court of Appeal. 
Final List.) 
Investors and Contract Agency (Limited) v. Cartwright. Appeal of plain- 


tiffs from judgment of Mr. Justice Wright, dated April 15, 1902, 
without a jury, Middlesex (restored). Allowed with costs. Feb. 20. 

Bozson +. The Urban District Council of Altrincham. Appeal of plaintiff 
from judgment of Mr. Justice Wills, dated March 6, 1902, without a 
jury, Manchester. Dismissed with cost Feb. 20. 


Compile] by Mr. Agruve F. Cuarrix, Shorthand Writer 


Application of defendant Meredith for security for 
£30 ordered ; appellant to pay 


Appeal of defendant from order of 
Allowed with 








Mr. Lewis Coward, K.C., who delivered the other evening a lecture on 
the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, before the Solicitors’ Managing 
Clerks’ Association, contrived, says the Globe, to redeem a technical 
discourse by an excellent story. A chimney-sweep of the name of 
Heaven, alleging that he would be quite unable to find another place in 
the neighbourhood, made a heavy claim against a company that had 
acquired compulsory powers for taking the piece of land on which he 

i on his trate. Mr. Lewis Coward, some months after the 
extravagant claim had been contested, sauntered round the neighbourhood 
to see what had become of Heaven, The familiar broom had disappeared 
from its accustomed place, but painted in conspicuous letters upon a 
board was the startling announcement, ‘ Heaven removed opposite ” ; 


Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


BOZSON v. THE URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL OF ALTRINCHAM, 
No, 3. 19th Feb. 


Practice—ArreEAL—OrpER Wuertuer Frat or Ivrertocurory—R. §, (, 
LVII. 3, 15. 


Appeal by plaintiff from an order made by Wills, J. The action was 
brought by the plaintiff, a contractor, against the defendants for damages 
for not carrying out a contract in connection with certain sewage works, 
The plaintiff tendered for the work, and his tender was accepted. He was 
required to find two sureties to execute a bond in respect of the i 
out of the work. This he did, and the names of the two sureties wer 
approved by the defendants. On the 6th of July, 1901, the plaintiff 
received a written notice from the clerk of the defendants to attend with 
his sureties at the offices of the defendants on the 8th of July to sign the 
contract for the due performance of the work and to execute the suretyship 
bond. The plaintiff and his sureties were unable to attend at the time and 
place mentioned in the written notice, and on the 9th of July the defendants 
gave notice to the plaintiff that they had cancelled their acceptance of his 
tender. The plaintiff alleged that he was ready and willing, and always 
had been, to sign the contract and to produce his sureties and to carry out 
the terms of the contract; and for the refusal of the defendants to allow 
him to carry out the work the plaintiff claimed damages. The defendants 
pleaded that they were not liable, as there was no contract binding upon 
them ; that the plaintiff had not executed the contract for the due per- 
formance of the work; and that he had not provided the necessary sureties, 
On the 29th of January, 1902, an order was made by the judge in 
chambers that the action should be transferred to the non-jury list, 
questions of liability and breach of contract only to be tried, the rest of 
the case (if any) to go to the official referee. On the 6th of March, 1902, 
the case came before Wills, J., at Manchester, when the learned judge 
made an order dismissing the action on the ground that there was no 
binding contract, and upon that order judgment was thereafter entered 
for the defendants. Notice of appeal was given onthe 3rd of May, 1902. 
On the case being called on, counsel for the respondent took the pre- 
liminary objection that the appeal was not competent, as the notice of 
appeal was out of time. Notice of appeal should have been given within 
fourteen days from the date of the order, as it must be taken to be an 
interlocutory order. An order is only final if, for whichever side the 
decision is given, it finally disposes of the action. In this case, if the 
learned judge had decided the other way, the action must have gone on 
before the official referee: see Salaman v. Warner (39 W. R. 547; 1891, 
1 Q. B. 734) and Re Reeves (50 W. R. 252; 1902, 1 Ch. 29). There was, 
however, an earlier case than Salaman v. Warner—namely, Shubrook v. 
Tufnell (30 W. R. 740, 9 Q. B. D. 621), which was not reconcilable with 
Salaman v. Warner. 

Tur Court (Lord Hatssury, C., Lord Atvexsronz, O.J., and Sir F, 
Jeune, P.) overruled the objection. 

Lord Hatuisvry, C., in giving judgment, said that he considered that 
the order appealed from was a final order, and consequently the appeal 
was competent, the notice of appeal being in time. 

Lord Atverstone, C.J., said that it seemed to him that the real test was 
that when an order finally disposed of the rights of the parties it ought to 
be treated as final for all purposes, but that, if further proceedings were 
necessitated after it had been made, it ought to be treated as interlocutory. 
Sir F. Jeune, P., concurred. 

The appeal was then heard on the merits, and was dismissed. Objection 
overruled and appeal dismissed.—CounseL, Montague Lush, K.C., and M. 
Macnaghten ; Pickford, K.C., and Langdon. Soutcrrors, G. J. Fowler, for 
Grundy, Lamb, & Grundy, Manchester ; Robbins, Billing, § Co., for Nicholls, 
Harris, & Lindsell, Manchester. 

{Reported by E. G. Srituwet, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


KIRKEWOOD v. CARROLL AND CUTLER. No. 3. 16th Feb. 


Promissony Nore—Payment ny InstatmMentrs—Conpition As to RiGHts oF 
Hotper—Sramp Duty—Buis or Excuaner Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 61) 
—Sramp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 39). 

Special case. This was an appeal from the judgment of Wright, J. 
The plaintiff in the action claimed £125 as the amount due from the 
defendants as makers jointly and severally of a promissory note for £125, 
dated the 24th of January, 1901, and payable by instalments of £5 per 
week, The promissory note was as follows: “Croydon, 24th day of 
January, 1901. £125. We jointly and severally promise to pay Mr. Jola 
Kirkwood (carrying on business in the name or style of the Provincial 
Union Bank) or order the sum of one hundred and twenty-five pounds for 
value received by instalments in manner following—that is to say, the 
sum of £5 on Thursday, the 31st day of January inst. (1901), and the sum 
of £5 on the Thursday in every succeeding week until the whole of the 
said one hundred and twenty-five pounds shall be fully paid, and ia 
case default is made in payment of any of the sald instalments the 
whole amount remaining unpaid shall become due and payable 
forthwith. No time given to or security taken from or come 
position or arrangement entered into with either party hereto 
shall prejudice the rights of the holder to proceed against any other party. 

This domment was signed by the defendants and witnessed; it was 
stamped with a two shilling bill or note stamp. The defendants having 





and sure enough on the other side of the road was the brush of the sweep 
who had asserted that his removal would mean his ruin. 


made default in the payment of the instalments, the plaintiff sued them 


| on the document, which he contended was a good promissory note. 
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defendants contended that said instrument was not duly stamped and 
could not be given in evidence or be available for any purpose whatsoever, 
and they submitted that the instrument could not be sued on asa promissory 
note owing to the last clause contained therein. The questions submitted 
for the decision of the court were (1) whether the said instrument was 
a promissory note, (2) whether the instrument was duly stamped. 
Wright, J., held, following Kirkwood v. Smith (44 W. R. 480; 1896, 
1Q. B. 582), that the instrument was not a good promissory note within 
the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, but that it was duly stamped. S- 
appeals were entered against this judgment. During the argument the 
case of Yates a~d Another v. Evans and Another (61 L. J. Q. B. 446, 40 W.R. 
Dig. 219) was cited and the following Acts referred to: Bills of Exchange 
Act, 1882, ss. 3, 9, 16, 83 (3), 89 (1), and 97 (2); Stamp Act, 1891, ss. 4, 
and 33. 
ge om Covet (Lord Hatssury, C., Lord Atverstonr, C.J., and Sir F. 
Jeune, P.) allowed the plaintiff's appeal, and dismissed the defendants’ 
al. 
i Harssvry, C., in giving judgment, said he was of opinion that the 
instrument was a promissory note, and that what was added to it did not 
cutit down in any way. Making it payable by instalments, or making the 
whole due if default were made in payment of any of the instalments, did 
not affect its position as a promissory note. He (the learned judge) thought 
that Yates v. Evans was rightly decided, and that Kirkwood v. Smith was 
decided without looking at the other sections of the Bills of Exchange Act, 
1882, to which the court had in the present case been referred. 
Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Sir F, Jeune, P., concurred. Plaintiff's 
appeal allowed ; defendants’ appeal dismissed.—Covunse., W. E. Vernon ; 
J. E.C. Adams. Soutcrror, F. G. Lincoin, for both parties. 


[Reported by E. G. Srittwett, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


MASKELYNE AND COOKE v. SMITH. PALMER, CLAIMANT. 
2ist Feb. 


Assicnment ror Benerir or Creprrors—Deep or ARRANGEMENT — 
Exciusion or Particvunar Creprror—Omisston From List or Crepirors 
w Arripavit Fuxep on Reoistration—13 Exim. c. 5—Derps or 
Anrancement Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vicr. c. 57), 8. 6. 
























No, I, 






This was an appeal from the judgment of a Divisional Court on an 
appeal from the decision of a county court judge on an interpleader issue 
(reported 1902, 2 K. B. 158). In February, 1900, the plaintiffs, Messrs. 
Maskelyne and Cooke, gave an entertainment on behalf of a charity, their 
fees being guaranteed by the defendant Smith. In May, 1900, Smith, 
who was a nursery gardener, executed a deed of arrangement, by which 
he assigned all his property to one Palmer in trust for his creditors to 
secure a composition payable by instalments. The deed provided that 
until default by the debtor in payment of the instalments he should be 
allowed to use and deal with the property for the purposes of his business 
or such other purposes as the trustee might think proper, but subject to 
the control and supervision of the trustee. It also provided that the 
trustee should not be bound to interfere with the debtor in the conduct of 
the business further than he should think necessary. The deed did not 
contain a list of the creditors, and the names of Maskelyne and 
Cooke were omitted from the list of creditors contained in the schedule 
to the affidavit filed on the registration of the deed under section 6 of the 
Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1887. In April, 1901, Maskelyne and Cooke 
sued Smith for the amount of the fees which he had guaranteed, and, 
having obtained judgment, levied execution on goods on his premises. 
Palmer having claimed the goods under the deed of assignment, the 
defendant interpleaded, and an interpleader issue was directed to be tried 
between the execution creditors and the claimant. The county court judge 
held that the deed was void for two reasons—first, under 13 Eliz. c. 5, on 
the ground that, though Smith had acted honestly in omitting to include 
the names of Maskelyne and Cooke in the list of creditors which he gave 
to Palmer, considering them not to be business creditors, he had yet acted 
in contravention of the statute by his intention that Maskelyne and Cooke 
should not stand on the same footing with the other creditors; secondly, 
for non-compliance with section 6 of the Deeds of Arrangement Act by 
the omission of the names of Maskelyne and Cooke from the affidavit. ‘He 
accordingly gave judgment for the execution creditors, The Divisional 
Court Lord Alverstone, C.J., and Darling and Channell, JJ.) reversed the 
decision of the county court judge. ‘The execution creditors appealed. 

Tux Courr (Vavenan Wu.tiams, Sriaure, and Matuew, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 
Vavcuan Wiiiiams, L.J., said that in his opinion there was nothing in 
the Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1887, which made it a condition precedent 
to the proper registration of a deed or to the validity of the deed that the 
schedule to the affidavit should contain the names of all the creditors. 

The mere fact that the name of a particular creditor had been honestly 
omitted did not render the deed void. Neither was this deed void as being 
in contravention of 13 Eliz.c. 5. The true test in’such a case was whether 
the real object and intention of the debtor had been, on the one hand, to 
make a bond fide arrangement for the benefit of his creditors, or, on the 
other haud, to benefit himself at the expense of the creditors. The cases of 
Spencer Vv. Slater (4 Q. B. D. 13), Boldero vy. London and Westminster Discount 
Co. (5 Ex. D. 47), and Alton v. Harrison (L. R. 4 Ch. 622) were all con- 
sistent with this view. He thought it was clear that this deed was an 
honest deed intended for the benefit of creditors and not intended to delay 
or defeat creditors, 

Struma and Marurw, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsut, Macaskie, K.C., and 
Thorn Drury ; Bray, K.C., and J. 8. Pritehett, Soxrcrrons, Seal § Edgelow ; 
Wood § Sons, a 


SraTuTE oF 


SMITH v. THE GOLD COAST AND ASHANTI EXPLORERS (LIM.) 


No. 1. 20th Feb. 
Fravps—AGREEMENT FOR SERvICE—ENGAGEMENT FOR ONE 
Year to ComMENBE on THE Day Fottowise Trat on Wuich THE 
Appointment was Mape—No Memoranpum 1x Writrnec—29 Car. 2, 
c. 3, 5. 4 
Appeal by the defendant company from a decision of a Divisional Court 
(Lord Alverstone, C.J., and Wills and Channell, JJ.) ordering a new trial. 


‘The company had advertised for a solicitor to go to the Gold Coast and the 


plaintiff applied for the appointment and sent in his testimonials. The 
company gave him notice to attend a board meeting, held on the 6th of 
December, 1901, at their London offices, and at that meeting the directors 
accepted his application, and all terms were arranged subject to his 
bringing on the following morning a certain document from the Agent- 
General of Western Australia which would corroborate his statement that 
he had occupied a similar position in that colony. The board agreed 
with the plaintiff that in the event of the document being produced his 
appointment should be for a year certain and the plaintiff’s case was that 
this term of service was to in on the following day, the 7th of 
December. The plaintiff fulfilled his part of the contract by the pro- 
duction of the document in question on the 7th of December, bnt shortly 
afterwards he received notice from the company that his services would 
not be required. He therefore claimed for breach of agreement. 
The company denied liability and the plaintiff brought his action in the 
Mayor’s Court and it came on for trial before the Common Serjeant and a 
jury. At the trial the defendants did not deny the contract, but said that 
as it was not in writing the action could not be maintained because it fell 
within section 4 of the statute of 29 Car. 2. c. 3, the contract having been 
made on the 6th of December to begin either, as the piaintiff alleged, on the 
7th of December, or, as they said,on the 8th of December for one year. 
The Common Serjeant took this view, and he directed the jury to find for 
the defendants, and he entered judgment for them with costs. The 
plaintiff appealed, and the Divisional Court reversed the decision 
of the Common Serjeant, holding that on the evidence the contract 
made on the 6th of December was to begin on following day and 
following a dictum of Willes and Byles, JJ., in Cawthorne v. Cordrey (13 
C. B. N. S. 406), referred to by Brett, L.J., in Brittain v. Rossiter (11 
Q. B. D. at p. 125), they decided that this was not a contract *‘ not to be 
rformed within the space of one year,” and did not therefore require to 
in writing. The defendants then appealed and submitted that the 
judges of the Divisional Court misconceived the evidence as to the day on 
which the contract was to commence. They contended that the contract 
of yr a a was from the 6th of December, to commence on the second 
day toilowing, and therefore two days intervened from the making of the 
contract on the 6th of December and the commencement of service on the 
8th of December, which, on the authority of the two cases above referred 
to, put the plaintiff clearly out of court. The respondent. who appeared in 
person, was not called on. 
Tue Court (Vavenan Wiiiams, Srimeume, and Marsew, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal upon the ground that there was clearly evidence to 
support the plaintiff's case and that the Common Serjeant was wrong in 
adopitng the course which he did. There must be a new trial to decide 
whether there had been such a breach of the contract by the defendants as 
rendered them liable in damages to the plaintiff.—Covunsgx, 4. T. Lawrence, 
K.C., and C. Herbert Smith. Soxtcrrors, Parker § Richardson, for the 


defendants. 
[Reported by Ersxive Reip, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.]} 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL AND WARWICKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL v. 
OXFORD CANAL NAVIGATION. No. 2. 20th, 2ist, and 24th Feb. 


over Cana.—Ratsep Approacurs to Brivnge— 
Liantmrry Tro Rerarr Fences. 


This was an appeal from a judgment of Kekewich, J., dated the 4th of 
June, 1902, and reported in 50 W. R. Dig. 64. The question for decision 
was whether the liability for the repairs of fences on raised approaches to 
a bridge carrying a highway over a canal rested upon the canal company. 
The relators were the statutory authority with the construction, 
maintenance, and repair of the high roads in the county of Warwick. 
The defendants were the proprietors of the Oxford Canal Navigation. 
Under various Acts of George ILI. they had cut through a certain highway 
for the purposes of making a canal, and had erected a bridge over the 
canal in lieu of the highway. The previous Acts had been repealed 
‘by an Act of 10 Geo. 4, c. 48. Section 4 of the repealing Act 
vests all bridges, embankments, and other works, and the ground 
and soil thereof, in the canal company. Section 24 provides that 
a good and sufficient fence be made on each side of a bridge - 
ing a carriage-road over the canal. Section 26 is as follows The 
canal company “shall not be liable to repair or amend any part of the 
made or to be made over the 

all have been first made and used 


road approaching to any bridge or bri: 

said canal . . after such roads 

for one year, and then put into good and sufficient repair by the said com- 
y of promoters, beyond or further than the extremity of the wing walls 

of any such bridge ; but nothing herein contained shall be construed to 


Htcaway — Brivee 


exonerate the said company from the future repair of all such bri and 
of the wing walls, ramparts, and side banks thereof.” The which 
crossed the canal was vested in the Warwickshire County Council, and the 


latter brought the present action asking for a declaration that the defendants 
were liable to repair the fences by the side of tha approaches to the bridge, 
and for a mandatory injunction to compel the defendants to repair 





{Reported by F, G, Rucksr, Bsq., Barrister-at-Law.) 


the same and to abate the nuisance, Kekewich, J., held that the 
defendants were not liable to repair the fences. The plaintiffs appealed, 
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It was argued on behalf of the appellants that the liability to fence had 
originally rested with the company, that it had never been taken way. The 
company had created a nuisance and were responsible for providing against 
it. ‘The relief given to them by the Act of George IV. was a limited relief, 
The defendants contended that they were not liable, the bridge alone being 
vested in them, and the approach being distinguished by the Act from the 
bridge. The fence was part of thehighway, and wasrepairable by the highway 
authorities. The following cases were cited: Nottingham County Council v. 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway (71 L. T. 430), Manley v. St. 
Helen's Canal and Railway Co. (4 H. & N. 840), Wilson v. Mayor and Corporation 
of Halifax (L. R. 3 Ex. 114, 16 W. R. 707), Whyler v. Bingham Rural District 
Council (1901, 1 Q. B. 45, 49 W. R. Dig. 70), Queen v. Inhabitants of Ely (15 
Q. B. 827), Mayor of Birkenhead v. London and North-Western Railway Co. (15 
Q. B. D. 572), and Queen v. Inhabitants of Lardsmere (54 L. T. 766). 


Tue Court (Coriins, M.R., and Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Cottrns, M.R.—In this action the Warwickshire County Council, in the 
name of the Attorney-General, claim that the canal company are bound to 
keep in repair a fence on the side of the causeway leading up to a bridge 
which passes over the canal. The canal was originally built under Acts of 
George III., now repealed, and the question is really governed by section 26o0f 
an Act of 10 Geo. 4, which finally defines the rights and liabilities of the 
canal company. As is usual in the making of bridges over canals, the persons 
cutting through the highway are fixed with the obligation of making an 
equally safe and convenient mode of passage in lieu of the highway. When 
the construction of a bridge over a canal involves the raising of the high- 
way on either side of the bridge, an approach to the bridge from the old 
highway has to be provided by means of a causeway, and it sometimes 
happens that, when a question has arisen as to keeping the approach in 
repair, the approach has been treated as standing on the same footing as 
the bridge itself. We are relieved from any question of that sort. Here 
the approaches and the bridge are two distinct things. The words of the 
26th section exempt the proprietors of the canal from any obligation to 
repair any part of the roads approaching the bridge. They define the 
exemption, and at the same time they define that which was not 
exempted. There would be a great deal worthy of consideration in the 
argument of the appellants, were we not bound by the express terms of 
the Act. It is clear that if a body clothed with statutory powers interferes 
with a highway, it is bound impliedly to substitute an equally convenient 
mode of passage. It must prevent what they have substituted from being 
anuisance. But I think that the cases they cited do not affect the question 
before us, the one point being whether an obligation to repair the fence 
remains in the canal company notwithstanding section 26. We are not 
called upon to decide whether or no such obligation rests on the county 
council, but I think they would be well advised not to incur any risk, and 
not to leave the road as a public nuisance.—CovnseL, Cripps, K.C., 
Macmorran, K.C., and P. Bagnall Evans; Warrington, K.C., J. H. 
Etherington Smith, and Bittleston. Souicrrors, Field, Roscoe, § Co., for 
Algernon §. Field, Leamington ; Stockton § Sons, Banbury. 


[Reported by R. R. Campsett, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


MAYOR OF DEVONPORT v. TOZER. No.2. 6th and 18th Feb. 


Locat GoveRNMENT—UnspaN AvtHority — Bye-Laws — Inrrincement— 
Erection or Hovses Anuttinc on Pustic Highway—Layixe Out New 
Srreet—Insunciion—SpecitaL Remepy. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Joyce, J., dated the 26th of 
March, 1902, and reported in 50 W. R. Dig. 97 ; 1902, 2 Ch. 182. The 
defendants were the owners of a triangular piece of land within the 
plaintiffs’ borough. Two sides of the triangle abutted upon public high- 
ways within the borough. The defendants, in pursuance of a building 
scheme, erected houses on their land fronting the highways. The plaintiffs 
alleged that the defendants were laying out the highways as new streets 
which did not comply with the requirements of the borough bye-laws as 
to width, and they brought this action claiming, first, an injunction, and, 
secondly, a declaration that the plaintiffs were entitled to remove or pull 
down any work begun or done by the defendants in contravention of the 
bye-laws. The bye-laws were framed under the Public Health Act, 1875, 
and prescribed a penalty for infringment, to be recovered by summary 
proceedings. They also provided that the plaintiffs might subject to any 
statutory provision in that behalf, remove, alter, or pull down any 
work begun or done in contravention of the bye-laws. Joyce, J., 
held that the defendants were not laying out new streets, and 
that the bye-laws could not be enforced by action for an injunction, 
but only by the special remedies thereby provided,or by way of 
information by the Attorney-General. The plaintiffs appealed. 
It was argued on behalf of the appellants that there was abundant evidence 
from acts done by the defendant of an intention on his part to turn the old 
highway into a new street, and that consequently he had made himself 
subject to the bye-laws relating to new streets. A duty lay on the local 
authority to enforce its bye-laws, and that duty impliedly conferred on 
them a power of bringing an action for an injunction. They were not 
confined to suing for a penalty merely, and they could bring the action in 
their own name. The following cases were cited: Robinson v. Barton- 
Beeles Local Board (32 W. R. 249, 8 App. Cas. 798), Williams v. Powning (48 
L. ‘I’. 672, 31 W. R. Dig. 113), Gozzett v. Chaldon Urban Sanitary Authority 
(1894, 1 Q. B. 327), St. George’s Local Board v. Ballard (1895, 1 Q. B. 702), 
Attorney-General v. Rufford (47 W. R. 405 ; 1899, 1 Ch. 537), Wallasey Local 
Board v. Gracey (35 W. R. 694, 36 Ch. D. 593), Tottenham Urban Council v. 
Williamson (44 W. R. 676; 1896, 2 Q. B, 353), Attorney-General v. Logan 


——— 
Co. (51 W. R. 125; 1903, 1 Ch. 101), Bromley Local Board v. Lloyd (66 1,7. 
462, 40 W. R. Dig. 134), Grand Junction Waterworks Co. v. Hampton Usiy 
Council (46 W. R. 644; 1898, 2 Ch. 331), Institute of Patent Agents y, 
Lockwood (1894, A. C. 361), and Barraclough v. Brown (1897, A. C. 615, § 
W.R. Dig. 152). 


Tue Court (Corts, M.R., and Romer and Cozens-Hanrpy, L,Jjj) 
dismissed the appeal. 


Cotuixs, M.R.—Joyce, J., has held that this action cannot be maip. 
tained except in the name of the Attorney-General. If this is right th 
present action must fail, and I am of opinion that itis right. The pp. 
ceedings taken by the Devonport Corporation were taken, not in order t 
recover penalties, but were taken under the general law for the breach of, 
statutory provision. Now, the rule is clear that when an action is vrought 
for a public wrong it must be brought in the name of the Attorney. 
General. The law on this point was fully dealt with by Buckley, J,, p 
The Attorney-General v. The Ashbourne Recreation Ground Co. Further, 
Joyce, J., has held that in the circumstances the bye-luws do not apply, 
I see no reason to differ from him upon what is really a pure question of 
fact—viz., whether or no the defendants were laying out a new street. It 
would be a matter of serious consequence to compel the defendants t 
acquire additional land in order to make the street wider, and this ought 
not to be done unless it is perfectly clear that there was a new street.— 
CounseL, Maemorran, K.C., Hughes, K.C., and 2. J. Parker ; Danetwerts, 
K.C., and Alexander Glen. Soxtcrrons, Cunliffes § Davenport, for A, }, 


Pilling, Devonport; Surr, Gribble, § Oliver, for J. Walter Wil, 
Plymouth. 

{Reported by R. R. Campsett, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.| 

VAN PRAAGH v. EVERIDGE. No, 2. 5th Feb. 
Venpor AND PurcHaser—Sreciric PerrorMaANcE—SALe By Avctioy— 


Mistrake—Avrnonriry or AUCTIONEER—HaAnRbsHip—DAMAGES—STAtTUTE oF 

Fravps. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported 1902, 2 Ch, 
266). On the 18th of November, 1901, Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, & 0b, 
put up for sale by auction a freehold property known as Saradith, Frognal, 
Hampstead, belonging to the plaintiff. They also had for sale on that 
day two other properties—viz.,.an estate known as Parson’s Meal, 
Ashtead, and certain freehold property in the city. The properties wer 
to be sold in the following order: (1) Saradith; (2) Parson’s Mead; 
3) the city freeholds. A large notice stating the order of sale was affixed 
to the front of the auctioneer’s rostrum, and there were also smaller notice: 
to the same effect distributed about the sale-room. ‘The auctioneer, Mr, 
Breach, on entering the rostrum began by stating the order of sale, and he 
then proceeded to describe the Hampstead property and to invite bids for 
it. Amongst the bidders was the defendant, who ultimately bid £4,500, 
which was the reserve price, and the property was knocked down to him, 
Mr. Breach then sent his clerk to the defendant to find out his name and 
address, and proceeded with the sale of the Ashtead property. After he 
had begun reading the particulars of that property the clerk informed 
him that the defendant stated that he had made a mistake, but Mn 
Breach declined to stop the sale of the Ashtead property. Before putting 
up Lot 3 Mr. Breach saw the defendant, who stated that he had made 
mistake and believed that he was bidding for the Ashtead property. Mz. 
Breach replied that he could not understand it and that he must hold him 
to his bargain, and requested himto sign the contract. ‘This the defendmt 
refused tedo. Accordingly, at the end of the sale of Lot 3, Mr. Breach 
signed the contract on the defendant’s behalf. The defendant, who was 
somewhat deaf, was a builder, of Surbiton, and he had on more than one 
occasion bought properties at auctions with a view to developing them. 
It appeared that he had seen the particulars of the Ashtead property and had 
visited the property, and he came to London for the purpose of bidding 
for it. He had never seen the particulars of the Hampstead property. 
Upon the defendant’s refusing to complete the purchase, this action was 
brought by the plaintiff for specific performance and damages. Kekewich, 
J., held that there was nothing whatever on the part of the vendorto 
induce the blunder, which was entirely the defendant’s own, so that that 
objection to specific performance was got rid of. There was no contributory 
negligence on the part of che vendor, and there was, on the evidence, n0 
hardship on the defendant amounting to injustice. The plaintiff was 
therefore entitled to specific performance, with costs. The defendant 
appealed. The contract actually signed by the auctioneer was dated the 17th 
of October, 1901. This mistake arose from the fact that the particulars and 
conditions of sale had been printed with a view to a sale on that date, 
which had been postponed. On the occasion of the later sale the part- 
culars were altered by having the date, the 18th of November, pasted over 
the 17th of October, but the original date was allowed to remain in the 
conditions and in the printed form of contract annexed thereto. It was 
now argued on behalf of the appellant that as the contract purported ® 
be made on the 17th of October, which was not*the case, there was reauy 
no contract at all on which the plaintiff could sue. 


Tue Covrr (Cottixs, M.R, and Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.Jd.)s 
allowed the appeal. Their lordships were of opinion that the point Tals 
disposed of the whole case. ‘There was here no memorandum in writing 
of the alleged contract which could satisfy the Statute of Frauds. There 
was no contract on the 18th of November, and on the 17th of October, 
date given in thé form of contract as the date of sale, there was 20 
sale. Consequently the plaintiff had no contract on which he was enti 
to sue.—CovnseL, Stewart Smith, K.C., and Norman Craig; V arrington, 
K.C., and Frederic Thompson. Sortcrrors, Law ¢ Worssam; Ea 
Chester. 





. a 2 Q, B. 100, 39 W. R. Dig. 115), Hendon Local Board v. Pounce (38 
. R, 377, 42 Ch. D, 602), Attorney-General vy. Ashbourne Recreation Ground 


(Reported by J. I. Srinvine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law._ 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re TANCRED’S SETTLEMENT. ic SELBY. Buckley, J. 
11th, 12th, and 13th Feb. ° 


person. 
that of a man who employed another to collect his income, and gave him 
power to charge a commission. 
trustees as attorneys to receive his income an assignm 
retained the beneficial interest.—CounsgL, Astbwry, K.C., and J. Henderson ; 
Buckmaster, K.C., and Howard ; Ingpen, K.C., and L. W. Byrne; Darley ; 
Ashton Cross ; Birrell, K.C., and Fryer; H. Terrell, K.C., and W. M. Cann. 
Soricrrors, Payne, Shaw, Mackenzie, § Lake; Gray § Co. ; Flower § Flower. 


Power OF APPOINTMENT—APPOINTMENT TO Two Ossects—SuRSEQUENT 
ApporntMENTS Amone Att Ossects EqvuaLtty—SvunstiruTIoN—ELEcTIon 
—FoRFEITURE ON ASSIGNING OR ATTEMPTING TO AssIGN—SETTLEMENT— 
Assignment TO Trusters—Trvusts ror Sote Benerit or SetrLor— 
Power TO CHARGE EXPENSES. 


By a settlement of 1839, £7,000 was settled on trust, subject to the life 
interests therein of Sir T. and Lady Tancred, for the younger children of the 

iage as they or the survivor should appoint. By two joint appoint- 
ments, in 1872 and 1878, they irrevocably appointed £1,000 each to two of 
their daughters. One of the daughters had been previously married, and 
her settlement contained a covenant to settle after-acquired property. The 
other daughter settled the sum appointed to her. After the death of Sir 
T. Tancred, Lady Tancred, in apparent forgetfulness of the two earlier 
appointments, in 1891 executed a deed by which she purported to irre- 
yocably appoint the £7,000 on trusts for the benefit of the six younger 
children of the marriage (including the two daughters to whom £1,000 
each had already been appointed) for their respective lives, and 
after their deaths for their respective children. The daughters 
were restrained from anticipation, and the sons’ life interests were 
protected. In 1893 she executed another deed, whereby after reciting 


deed of 1891 was operative only to give unrestricted life interests to her 
six children, she appointed that after the death of each child one-sixth of 
the £7,000 should be held in trust for such child absolutely ; she stated 
that her intention was that, by virtue of the deed of 1891 and that deed, 
each of her six children should take a vested interest in one-sixth of the 
capital and income of the £7,000. On the death of Lady Tancred the 
£7,000 became divisible, and the question arose as to the shares in which 
the six children took that sum. On behalf of the children who took no 
interest under the earlier appointments, it was contended, on the authority 
of England v. Lavers (3 Eq. 63) and Re Keogh (23 Ir. Rep. 257), that the other 
children were bound to elect between the earlier appointments and the 
later, and that consequently the £7,000 was divisible in equal sixths. On 
the other hand, the two children who benefited under the two 
earlier appointments claimed one-seventh of the £7,000, plus one- 
sixth of five-sevenths of £7,000, and it was said that the doctrine 
of England vy. Lavers could not apply, because the two children were 
restrained from anticipation and could not, therefore, give up anything 
to which they were entitled under the earlier appointments. Re Wheatley 
(27 Ch. D. 606), Re Vardon’s Trusts (31 Ch. D. 275), Haynes v. Foster (1901, 
1 Ch. 361), and Re Lord Chesham (31 Ch. D. 466) were cited for this proposi- 
tion. It was also said that the case was covered by Trollope v. Routledge 
(1 De G. & Sm. 662) and Re Ashton (1897, 2 Ch. 574). 
Bucxey, J., said that he did not think the case was one of election at all. 
The real question was as to the meaning of the deeds of 1891 and 1893, 
having regard to what had been done in 1872 and 1878. He had to read 
the four deeds to see what it was Lady Tancred intended to do. At the 
outset it was clear that after the deeds of 1872 and 1878 neither of 
the two daughters who had benefited under those deeds could 
take less than one-seventh of the £7,000. But it was open to 
Lady Tancred to substitute another interest for the one that she 
had given. In reading the deed of 1891, it was clear that Lady Tancred 
thought that she was entitled to dispose of £7,000 and that she meant to 
give one-sixth of that sum to each of her children, By the deed of 1893 
that intention was still more clear. How could he give effect of that inten- 
tion? There remained after the deeds of 1872 and 1878 enough of the 
£7,000 to give to the children who had not a share of it one-seventh and a 
little more, and he read that as an appointment to them of one-seventh 
together with enough to bring their shares up to one-sixth, and an appoint- 
ment to the other two children of enough to bring their shares up to one- 
sixth. Commenting upon the use of the word “substitution ”’ in England 
v. Lavers, where the facts were similar to those in the present case, he said 
that Lord Romilly was using it in the sense, not that the donee could undo 
the former appointments, but that by dividing the fund into fewer shares he 
had increased the value of the shares given by the previous appointment, and 
had to thatextent altered them. He was not sure that he would follow Lord 
Romilly in holding that that would raise a case of election, but that point 
Was Immaterial to his decision, the basis of which was that it was the 
donee’s intention that his children should take equal shares of the whole 
fund. Re Ashton had been cited as derogating from the authority of 
England v. Lavers; Re Ashton was where the donee of a power made an 
appointment by will, and a subsequent one by deed; the point of that 
case was that a will speaks from death. The case was therefore governed 
by England v. Lavers, when properly understood, and he held that the 
£7,000 was divisible in sixths. 
The deed of 1891 also appointed to one of the sons a life interest in 
certain other property, subject to forfeiture, if he should assign, charge, 
or otherwise dispose of or attempt to dispose of it. The forfeiture clause 
as regards this property was held to be valid. By his marriage settlement 
he assigned this life ‘interest, together with certain other property, to 
trustees, whom he appointed his attorneys to receive it. During his life- 
time the trusts of the assigned life interest were for his sole benefit. ‘There 
Was a charge on the whole of the property settled for the expenses of the 
trust. Some of the parties contented 
his life interest. Re Porter (1892, 3 Ch. 481) was cited. 


no forfeiture. 
charges out of the trust fund gave them a right to look for recoupment 
out of this fund, and that that was a disposition, or attempted disposition 


his wife and family, left for Ireland on the 16th of March, 1896. 
last heard of on the evening of the 19th of March, 1896, at the Moy 


that there had been a forfeiture of 


pon trusts under which he was the sole cestui que trust, and so far there was 
It had been argued that the clause authorizing payment of 


f the income whereby it would become payable to or vested in some other 
In his opinion that was not so. The present case was parallel to 


Neither was the appointment of the 
ent, for he still 


[Reported by H. L. Ormiston, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


In the Goods of JOSEPH JOHN BOWD (PRESUMED DECEASED). Jeune, P, 
, 23rd Fe 


b. 
Prosate—Leave to Swear Deatnu. 


It appeared that the presumed deceased, who resided at Cambridge with 
He was 


Restaurant, Corporation-street, Belfast, where he had taken rooms. He 
announced his intention of spending the evening at some theatre, and left 
for that purpose, but had never since been seen or heard of. Every effort 
had been made by the Royal Irish Constabulary and by his family to trace 
him (by means of advertisements, &c.), but without success, and as he was 
aman of extremely intemperate habits it was feared and believed that he 
had met with some accident which had terminated fatally. The presumed 
deceased was insured in the Prudential Assurance Office, who did not 
oppose the motion, the policy having lapsed. 

Jeung, P., having considered the affidavits, gave leave to swear the death 
on or since the 19th of March, 1896.—CounsrL, Priestley. So.icrrors, 
Braikenridge §& Edwards, for Nevill § Co., Tamworth, Staffs. 

[Reported by Gwynxe Hatt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


In the Goods of GEORGE DUNDERDALE BROUGH (PRESUMED 
DECEASED 


This was a simliar motion. It appeared that G. D. Brough was the 
natural son of Ann Brough, who died in 1901. Ann Brough married John 
Dunderdale. who died in June, 1876, leaving a will dated the 13th of 
November, 1866, under which the widow took a life interest with remainder 
to her two sons, G. D. Brough and Parkinson Brough. The widow obtained 
in October, 1883, a grant of administration with the will annexed, but owing 
to G. D. Brough having taken possession of part of the property, proceedings 
were taken against him by Parkinson Brough, and the judge of the Gains- 
borough County Court in January, 1884, ordered G. D. Brough to pay £240 
into court. Immediately afterwards he left England for Australia and had 
not since been seen or heard of. Ann Brough died in 1901, and the King’s 
Proctor by deed-poll dated the 20th of December, 1902, had nominated 
Parkinson Brough to apply for a grant of administration for the use of his 
Majesty. 

Jeune, P., having pointed out that there had been no advertisements in 
Australia, but only in Zhe Times and in a Gainsborough paper, said that, 
subject to advertisements being inserted in the Australian press, there 
would be leave to swear the death in or since March, 1884.—Covunsg., V7”. 0. 
Willis. Soricrrors, Collyer- Bristow § Co., for Robbs § Bell, Gainsborough. 

[Reported by Gwynne HALL, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


CHANDLER’S WILTSHIRE BREWERY CO. v. LONDON COUNTY 
COUNCIL, Wright, J. 20th Feb. 


Loca, Government—Hovsine or THE Working C.iasses—Compvuisory 
Acquisition or Lanps—Covenant Ruxyixe with Lanp—Hovsine or 
- roe Workrne Criasses Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 70), s. 21 (a). 
This was a case stated by an arbitrator under the Housing of the 
Working Classes Act, 1890, raising a point of great importance to local 
authorities who have to compulsorily acquire licensed premises. From the 
facts it appeared that the London County Council proposed, under the 
above-named Act, to acquire certain premises in which the brewery 
company were interested as assignees of a lease dated the 30th of Jan 4 
1899, and made between John Holder and G. Button, by which the 
premises were demised to Button in consideration of the sum of £500 for 
thirty years from the 25th of December, 1888, subject to the covenants in 
the lease, among which was one to use the premises as a beerhouse and 
for no other trade. This lease was subsequently assigned to G. 
C. Porter and W. H. Dusseldorf, trading as Chandler's Wiltshire 
Brewery Co., and they, by an underlease dated the 24th of March, 
1897, granted an underlease, in consideration of the sum of £800, to Thomas 
Sorrel for the term of twenty-two years, less ten days, at the rent of £47, 
and £200 fine in every year in which the tenant should in breach of a 
covenant contained in the lease purchase from any other person than the 
company or their successors any malt liquors te be sold on the premises or 





Bucx.ry, J., said that the life interests had been assigned to trustees 





should sell at the premises any such articles which had not been pure 
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from the claimants. The covenant in question provided that the tenant, 
**his executors, administrators, and assigns, would during the term . 

deal exclusively with the claimant company and their successors . . . for 
all porter, stout, ale, beer, or other malt liquors which should be sold or 
consumed on the premises.’’ Section 21 of the Housing of the Working 
Classes Act provides as follows: ‘‘ Wherever the compensation 
payable in respect of any lands . proposed to be taken 
eompulsorily in pursuance of this Act requires to be assessed (a) the 
estimate of the value of such lands or interests shall be based upon the 
fair market value as estimated at the time of the valuation being made 
of such lands, of the several interests in such lands .’ The arbi- 
trator by request made his award in the alternative according as to whether 
the existence of the covenant should be taken into account or not, and held 
that if the claimants were entitled to be compensated in respect of the 
damage sustained by them by reason of the termination of the covenant in 
the underlease then the amount to be paid to them was £653, but if not, 
the sum to be paid to them was 10s. On behalf of the claimants it was 
contended that the fair market value of the reversion, and the value of the 
reversion depended upon the covenant. The covenant ran with the land, 
and therefore added to the benefit of the reversion, and compensation must 
therefore be made on that basis. Counsel cited the following cases: Clegg 
v. Hands (38 W.R. 433, 44 Ch. D. 502), Bourne v. Liverpool Corporation 
(1 N. R. 425), Lord Mayor of Dublin (6 Ir. R. 612). On behalf of the 
county council it was contended that the true principle was what the 
premises would fetch in the open market if they were an open house and 
not a tied one. It ought not to be assessed on the basis of a particular 
covenant between the lessor and lessee. 


Wraicut, J.—This is not an easy question in some of its aspects. It 
turns upon section 21 of the Act of 1890. [His lordship here read the 
section, and proceeded:] But what is the fair market value? I think it 
must differ according to the covenants. There are many cases in which 
covenants do undoubtedly add to the value of premises. Here the 
claimants had to pay £47 a year, and sub-let it for the same sum, so that 
unless the covenant is taken into account there is nothing to assess. I 
think it impossible to say that the covenant does not add value to these 

remises, and it is no sufficient answer to say that the value may vary. 

ere it has been found by the arbitrator that the covenant does add some 
£600 to the value of the reversion acquired by the county council, and 
judgment must be for the claimants for the larger amount.—CovnseL, 
Bray, K.C., and Kisch ; Cripps, K.C., and Corrie Grant. Sourcrrons, J. F. 
Mason ; W. A. Blazland. 


[Reported by Aas Hoge, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 








New Orders, &c. 


Fees Under the Judicature Act, 1875, and 
the Settled Land Act, 1882. 


Treasury Order, dated the 19th of February, 1903, under section 3 of the 
Public Offices Fees Act, 1879, as to fees payable under the Judicature Act, 
1875, and the Settled Land Act, 1882. 

Whereas by section 3 of the Public Offices Fees Act, 1879, it is provided 
that the Treasury may from time to time make, and when made, revoke, 
alter and add to, regulations for all or any of the following purposes 
respecting fees in any Public Office, that is to say : 

1. Regulating the manner in which the fees taken in money are to be 
taken, accounted for, and paid over. 

2. Determining the use of impressed or adhesive stamps and the mode of 
cancellation of adhesive stamps. 

3. Regulating the use of stamps and prescribing the application thereof 
t> documents from time to time in use, and requiring documents to be used 
for the purpose of such stamps. 

Provided that any such regulations which may relate to the office of any 
court of law shall be made with the consent of the Lord Chancellor. 

Now we, the undersigned, being two of the Lords Commissioners of his 
Majesty’s Treasury, with the concurrence of the Lord Chancellor, do, in 
— of the provisions of the Public Offices Fees Act, 1879, s. 3, 

ereby give notice, order, and direct that from and after the first day of 
March, one thousand nine hundred and three, the stamps used for denoting 
fees and percentsges taken under the Judicature Act, 1875, and the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, shall be of the character and be applied and otherwise 
dealt with in the manner prescribed in the Schedules hereto, all previous 
cay on the subject being hereby cancelled from the above-mentioned 


The impressed stamps herein referred to shall be of such design and 
character as the Commissioners of Inland Revenue may from time to time 


And we do further direct that this order shall be binding on all officers 
and persous whom it may in any way affect. 
Auwys E. Fri.owes, 
H. W. Fonsren, 
Two of the Lords of His Majesty's Treasury. 
I concur in this order, Harssvunry, C, 


The SCHEDULES above referred to, 


The official forms with impressed stamps required in any court or office 
of the Supreme Court, in respect of any proceeding herein referred to, may 
be obtained at the Inland Revenue Offices, Royal Courts of Justice. 


Feb. 28, 1994, 


Schedule No. 1. 
Official Referees.—Judicature Act, 1875. 








| a 
: Document to be Character 
Proceeding. stamped. Stamp to beaid 
_— 
On every Reference on entering a | 
case for trial... doe ag) Preecipe. Impressed, 
In London or Middlesex for every | 
hour, or part of an hour, the | 
Referee is occupied, including | 
the examination of witnesses, if | 
any on ra ove ve | Preecipe. Impressed, 
On every Reference (not in| 
London or Middlesex)... rae Preecipe. Impressed, 
And for every hour or part of an 
hour the Referee is occupied | 
beyond two full days ... ae Precipe. Impressed, 
On every sitting elsewhere than | 
in London or Middlesex, a | 
further fee for every night the | 
Referee shall be absent from | 
London ... as ‘ade malt Precipe. Impressed, 
And for his Clerk ... eee . | Precipe. Impressed. 





In cases of trial in the country, the parties will be able to obtain form 
impressed with appropriate stamps from official referee’s clerk when am 
otherwise obtainable. 

In all cases all the forms used for the purpose of the case musth 
attached to the certificate, report, award, or order of the official refer, 
and must be filed therewith in cases where it is necessary to file th 
document to which the forms are attached, 


Schedule No. 2. 
Enrolment Office.—Settled Land Act, 1882. 





Character of 
Stamp to be used, 


Document to be 


Proceeding. stamped. 





For enrolling recognizances, 
deeds and other instruments 
per folio of 72 words, including 
certificate of enrolment endors- 
ed on the instrument, but not 
including maps, plans, and 
drawings, which are to be 
charged at their actual cost 

For endorsing a Certificate of 
enrolment on a duplicate of 
any eurolled instrument for 
each folio of the instrument, 
if it does not exceed 24 folios... 

For the ‘ike Certificate, if the 
instrument exceeds 24 folios ... 

For Office copies of enrolled 
instruments per tulio of 72 
words ... ove sos 


Precipe.* Impressed. 


Precipe.* Impressed. 





Precipe.* Impressed. 


On Office Copy. Impressed. 





—— 





* The Precipes will be retained in the Enrolment Office. 








Law Societies. 
The Birmingham Law Society. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee for the yeat 
ended the 31st of December, 1902 : 

Members.—Your committee have to report that the number of membersas 
compared with last year shews an increase ofeleven. Twenty-four new 
members have been elected, nine have resigned, two have ceased to be 
members by reason of non-payment of subscriptions, and two have died ; 
the number now on the register is 346; twenty-one barristers have during 
the year subscribed for the privilege of using the library. 

Law Classes.—The numbers attending these classes shew an increase a 
compared with last year, fifty-five students having joined the classes in the 
course of the year as compared with fifty last yar. Your committee have 
reappointed Mr. Pearson as reader for the ensuing session, and they have 
also received an intimation from the Council of the Incorporated LaW 
Society, U.K., that the annual grant of £100 hitherto made to the Law 
Lecture Fund by the Council will be continued for 1903. 

Probate Engrossments.—The representations of your committee to the 
President of the Probate Division and the secretary of the t 
Registrars’ Association have been followed by the issue of fresh instructions 
to the following effect, which came into force on the Ist of January last: 
The grant and engrossment will be prepared on paper of foolscap > 
stitched at the left-hand edge, the grant bra an impressed seal, 





each sheet of the engrossment being ‘‘ earmar 


’ by a smaller im: 
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wil. The existing regulations by which parchment may be used for both 
gat and engrossment will continue in forée, and in view of the wear and 
jar to which probates are exposed, your committee recommend the 
members to continue the use of parchment in preference to paper. 
Conveyancing Practice.—Your committee desire to call the attention of the 
members to a decision of Lord Justice Stirling in the case of Re The Alms 
(wn Charity, Charity Commissioners v. Bode and Another (1901, 2 Ch. 
790), which has modified the well-known decision in Re Ford and Hill (10 
th. D. 365) to some extent. ‘The effect of this case is to extend the 
instances in which it is desirable to expressly inquire as to the existence of 
charges. Your committee would also direct the attention of the members 
tothe case of Clarkson v. Robinson (1900, 2 Ch. 732), and have to report that 
in view of the decision of Mr. Justice Buckley in this case the Incorporated 
law Society have instructed counsel to settle a clause dealing with a 
wlicitor-trustee’s remuneration for insertion in wills and settlements. 
The following is a copy of the clause: ‘“‘It is hereby declared that the 
executors or executor, or trustees or trustee, for the time being may, 
instead of acting personally, employ and pay a solicitor or any other 
person to transact any business or do any act of whatever nature 
required to be done in the executorship or trust, including the 
receipt and payment of money. And, further, that any executor 
or trustee hereunder, being a solicitor or other person engaged in 
ay profession or business, may be so employed; or, being a sole 
executor or trustee, may so act, and shall be entitled to charge and be 
paid for all work done and time expended by him or his firm in relation to 
the executorship or trust, including acts which a trustee not being in any 
profession or business could have done personally. (So, nevertheless, that 
in case at any time there shall be more than one executor or trustee, this 
provision shall not be deemed ‘to authorize the executors or trustees to be 
separately represented ; nor, if any two or more of them shall be in the 
same profession or business and entitled to charge and be paid as afore- 
said, shall it be deemed to authorize such executors or trustees to charge 
and be paid between them more than a sole executor or trustee if acting 
in the matter, or his firm, would have been entitled to charge dr be paid. ]”’ 

















United Law Society. 


Feb. 16.—Mr. C. H. Kirby presided.—Messrs. Courtney Terrell, 
Bickmore, and J. T. Turton were elected members. The subject of debate 
was “‘That the existing system of child insurance leads to deplorable 
results and ought to be prohibited.’”’ The motion was moved by Mr. 
W. Clarke Hall and opposed by Mr. C. Kains Jackson. The speakers 
included Messrs. N. Tebbutt, J. F. W. Galbraith, H. Proctor, C. H. Kirby, 
and J. Wylie. The motion was lost. 

Feb. 23.—Mr. C. H. Kirby in the chair.—The subject for debate was: 
“That in view of recent judicial decisions it is of the highest importance 
in the public interests that the law of trade unions and labour disputes 
should be amended.’’ Mr. A. Clement Edwards moved, and Mr. J. B. 
Matthews opposed. the motion. There also spoke: Messrs. Neville 
Tebbutt, Weigall, Lampard, Cox, Sinclair, Clayton-Greene, Bickmore, 
and Clutton. The motion was lost. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
The Incorporated Law Society. 


Honours ExaMrInaTron—JAnvary, 1903. 


At the Examination for Honours of Candidates for Admission on the 
Roll of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee 
recommended the following as being entitled to Honorary Distinction : 


Frrst Crass. 
[In order of Merit.] 


Asutry Tasrum, who served his clerkship with Mr. Ralph Vincent, of 
the firm of Messrs. Vincent & Vincent, of London. 

Tomas Hippertey, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Watkins 
Johnston and Mr. William Johnston, both of Stockport; and Messrs. 
Andrew Wood, Purves, & Co., of London. 

Gzoxcr Baron, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alexander Wright, of 
Bacup ; and Messrs. Rowcliffes, Rawle, Johnstone, & Gregory, of London. 

Goxnox Denne Muoorrter, B.A. (Camb.), who served his clerkship 
with Mr. Charles Edward Crosse Prichard, of the firm of Messrs. Crossman, 
Prichard, & Co., of London 

ALFRED Norman Feurx Goopman, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerk. 
ship with Mr. Coryndon Matthews, of the firm of Messrs. Rooker, 
Matthews, & Co,, of Plymouth. 

Srconp Crass. 
[In Alphabetical Order.] 

Edward Johnson Avison, who served his clerkship with Mr. Harry 
Plews, of Wakefield ; and Messrs, Clements, Williams, & Co., of London. 

John Fayrer Hosken, who served his clerkship with Mr. Percy Umney, 
of the firm of Messrs. Brash, Wheeler, Umney, & Chambers, of London. 

John Cromwell Cosens Prior, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 

ns Prior, of Portsmouth, 
peonathan Ross, who served his clerkship with Mr. W. Arthur Lupton, 
of the firm of Messrs. Lupton & Faweett, of Leeds. 

Ernest Anderton Steele, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with 


the late Mr. W. Godfrey Rhodes, of the firm of Messrs. Godfrey Rhodes & 


Evans; Mr. John Bairstow ; and Mr. R. W, Evans, all of Halifax. 


Turrp Crass. 
[In Alphabetical Order.] 

James Henry Sutherland Aitken, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
James Smith, of Burnley. 

Richard Speakman Alston, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. W. J. Robinson, of the firm of Messrs. Wansbrough, Dickinson, 
Robinson, & Tayler, of Bristol. 

Peter Ashcroft, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Henry Lane, 
of London. 

Thomas Ashworth, who served his Clerkship with Mr. Charles Edward 
White, of the firm of Messrs. White & Son, of Colchester. 

Alfred Hardy Bentley, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Attlee, 
of the firm of Messrs. Druces & Attlee, of London. 

Gilbert Squarey Carver, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Dickinson, of the firm of Messrs. Hill, Dickinson, & Co., of Laverpool ; 
and Messrs. Rowcliffe, Rawle, Johnstone, & Gregory, of London. 

Stephen James Coales, who served his clerkship with Mr. Herbert 
Woodcock, of Rawtenstall ; and Mr. John Woodcock, of Haslingden. 

Walter Rackwood Cocks, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Baker, of the firm of Messrs. Dunn & Baker, of Exeter. 

Edward Wynn Edwards, who served his clerkship with Mr. Richard 
Walter Glascodine, of Wrexham. 

Francis James Gray, who served his clerkship with Dr. Henry Frank 
Galpin, of Oxford ; and the Hon. Robert Henry Lyttelton, of the firm of 
Messrs. Stow,-Preston, & Lyttelton, of London. 

Laurance Harding, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Shakes- 

, of Birmingham ; and Messrs. Timbrell & Deighton, of London. 

Wilfred Hooper, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with Mr. 
W. L. M. Benson, of London. 

Miles William Hutchinson, who served his clerkship with Mr. J. W. R. 
Punch, of the firm of Messrs. George Robson & Punch, of Middlesbrough ; 
and Messrs. Iliffe, Henley, & Sweet, of London. 

David John Kennedy, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with Mr. 
J. H. Kemm and Mr. A. O. Davies, both of the firm of Messrs. Cameron, 
Kemm, & Co., of London. 

Charles Aikin Lawford, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas Hugh 
Cobb, of the firm of Messrs. Janson, Cobb, Pearson, & Co., of London. 

Charles Henry Knill Newcombe, who served his clerkship with Mr, 
Robert Thomas Leyson, of Swansea. 

Patrick Horace George O’Flynn, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Frederic Brunning Maddison, of the firm of Messrs. Maddison, Sterling, 
& Humm, of London. 

Harold Fellows Pearson, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Samuel Jeffery McKee, of the firm of Messrs. Janson, Cobb, Pearson, 
& Co., of London. 

Frederick Renshaw Rawes, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Emery Pickering, of the firm of Messrs. Jordan & Pickering, of Stafford ; 
and Messrs. Chester, Broome, & Griffithes, of London. 

Charles Cecil Rawlinson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Cecil John 
Rawlinson, of London. 

Albert Lewin Samuel, who served his clerkship with Mr. L. Morgan, 
of Cardiff ; and Messrs. Riddell & Co., of London. 

George Thomas, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward Mountford 
Coleman, of Redditch. 

The Council of the ear ane Law Society have accordingly awarded 
class certificates and the following prizes of books : 

To Mr. Tabrum—The Clement’s-inn Prize—value about £10 ; and the 
Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 20 guineas. 

To Mr. Hidderley—The Clifford’s-inn Prize—value 5 guineas—and the 
John Mackrell Prize—value about £12. 

To Mr. Baron—-The New-inn Prize—value 5 guineas. 

To Mr. Muggeridge—Prize of the Incorporated Law Society—value 5 
guineas. 

To Mr. Goodman—Prize of the Incorporated Law Society—value 5 
guineas. 

The Council have awarded class certificates to the candidates in the 
Second and Third Classes. 

Eighty candidates gave notice for the examination. 





Incorporated Law Society’. 

, PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 

The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 4th and 5th of 
February, 1903 : 

Aldridge, Gerald Ashburner Moor- Canton, William John 
ing Carter, John 


Attenborough, Eric George Chatham, Edward 
Attenborough, Winfield Cole, Kenneth Preston 


Bailey, Harry Cort, James Russell 
Seeley, Richard Wynne Cunningham, Bertram Rowsell 
Rarrett, Gilbert Davies, Joseph 


Deacon, Walter John 
Dent, Edward Joseph 
Dewar, Gilbert 


Bird, Henry Claud 
Bird, Richard Stanley 
Bockett, Arthur 


Boustred, Frederic Alfred Ponsford Donnellan, Thomas 
Ebsworth, William 

Edge, Albert Edward 

Edmonds, Thomas Herbert 


Bower, Henry Richard 
Brooke- Wynn, Reginald Charles 





Bryant, Sydney 
Burchell, Leslie Dyne 
Burrage, Richard Kitching 


Evans, Goronwy Hugh 
Evans, Guy Edward 
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Everard, Hugh Martin 

Eves, Harold 

Falkner, Francis Sherard Melville 
Farnfield, Leslie 

Fawkes, Herbert Beattie 
Fitch, Thomas Birch 
Francis, Thomas William 
Gardner, Basil Sidney 
George, William 

Graham, Ronald Evelyn 
Greener, Francis Pemberton 
Gribble, Henry John Carew 
Griffin, Charles Ernest Barlow 
Guthrie, Herbert William 
Hall, Henry Sydney Hoffman 
Halliwell, Abraham Fielding 
Hamer, James Edward 
Harrison, John Stubbs 
Haskett-Smith, Carlos Edgar 
Hodges, Reginald Arthur 
Holmes, Albert James 

Holt, Percy 

Hopkyns, Henry Cuthbert 
Howell, Frank Rice 

Hughes, Reginald Frank 
Hutchison, John Wilson 
Johnson, Hugh Thomas Heming 
Johnson, Sydney Harcourt 
Joseph, Maitland Raymond 
Kay, Harry Edward 
Keeping, Claude Jeffery 
King, John Skelton Clarke 
Kingsford, Gerald Montague 
Lauriston, Alexander 
Laycock, John 


Macklin, Noel Campbell 
MeNorton, Ernest William 
Moult, Frank Edwin 
Murr, Christopher 
Nance, Andrew 
Payn, Reginald Wallace 
Peevor, George Charles 
Pincombe, Arthur 
Rawson, Henry Foster 
Ridley, Louis Thomas Railston 
Rule, Alfred Robert 
Rutledge, Frederick James 
Ruston, Cecil Harold Sowerby 
Sargent, Evelyn FitzGerald 
Satchell, William James 
Saul, Alfred Tindal 
Scholefield, Maurice Theodore 
Snaylam, Richard 
Snowdon, Henry Frederick 
Stevenson, George Charles Burton 
Stokoe, Harry 
Thomson, Robert Mitchelmore 
Thorpe, William 
Todd, Stanley Mitcalfe 
Toovey, Arthur Wilfrid 
Tyler, Arthur 
Unsworth, Joshua 
Walker, Arthur William 
Walker, William Percy Ness 
Watson, Thomas Woodiwiss 
Whitton, Walter James 
Wilkins, William 
Williams, Guy 
Williams, John Griffith 
Williamson, Robert Chapman 
Layton, Bernard Cecil Willis, Guy Cooper 
Layton, Hugh Carden Wills, Alban Noel 
Letts, Alfred Edmund Harrison Winder, William Henry 

Ebbs With: rs, Cuthbert Nowell 
Lewis, Thomas John Wrigley, Frank Graham 
Longcroft, Charles Edward Beare 








Companies. 
Law Life Assurance Society. 


ANNUAL MEETING. 


The seventy-ninth annual general meeting of the Law Life Assurance 
Society was held on Wednesday, at the society’s office, No. 187, Fleet- 
street, Mr. E. F. Turner taking the chair. 

The report stated that the number of policies effected during the year 
was 565, assuring the sum of £665,296, the premium income on which, 
including £5,783 single premiums, amounted to £25,302. The net new 
business, after deducting re-assurances, was £534,796, at annual premiums 
of £15,520 and single premiums of £5,526. The society had also received 
during the year premiums amounting to £1,616 in respect of re-assurances 
against the risk of death from fatal accidents under the agreement with 
the Law Accident Insurance Society (Limited). Sixteen sinking fund 
assurances for £84,468 were also granted at annual premiums of £604 and 
single premiums of £2,330. The total net premium income for the year 
was £264,445, being £4,645 more than the corresponding figure for 1901. 
Fifty-four immediate annuities were granted in respect of which the 
society received the net sum of £43,140. Two reversionary annuities and 
one deferred annuity were also granted. The total funds at the end 
of the year amounted to £5,074,818, and had increased during the year 
by £102,681. ‘The interest yielded by the society’s funds was at the rate 
of £4 3s. 2d. per cent. per annum, without deduction of income tax. The 
expenses of management (including commission), represented £12 16s. 4d. 
per cent. of the total net premium income. The net claims by death 
amounted to £261,842 (in¢luding £83,691 bonuses) in respect of 167 
policies upon 109 lives: The bonuses on participating policies which 
became claims (the bonuses attaching to which had not either wholly or 
in part been previously surrendered) averaged 63 per cent. of the original 
sums assured. The net amount of claims under life policies in 1902 was 
about £103,000 less than the expected amount according to the Hm. table 
of mortality, on which the society’s valuations are based. The average 
age at death of the lives assured under policies which became claims was 
about 71 years, and the average duration of these policies was about 30 
years. In addition to these claims there had been one claim of £166 under 
a fatal accident re-assurance ; four endowment assurances or endowments 
amounting, inclusive of bonuses, to £5,050 had matured; and payments 
amounting to £279 had been made in respect of the maturing of a sinking 
fund policy. Eleven annuitants had died during the year, and the society had 
thus been relieved from annual payments of £973. The directors greatly 
regretted to have to report the death of Mr. C. Manley Smith, a director, 
who, after having previously served as an auditor, was elected a director 
of the society in 1876. 

Mr. E. H. Howr (manager and secretary) having read the notice con- 
vening the meeting, and the auditors’ report, 


The Cratem4n, in moving the adoption of the report and accounts, after a | 





—=—— 
sympathetic reference to the loss the society had sustained by the death 
the late Mr. Manley Smith, said that the chairman who had presided gs 
the meeting held in the first year of the present quinquennial period, jg 
was obliged to confess that it was a most difficult year for insurance, and 
chairman last year was not able to say more than that the resultg 
on the whole satisfactory. It was, however, his pleasure to g 
confidently to them that the results of the past year had been jg g 
respects very satisfactory, and he was happy that, in take 
the chair for the first time, it was on an_ occasion 
there was nothing but that which was pleasant to say, 
he been left to his own unaided counsels, he should have 
stronger expression, but, in deference to the opinion of Mr. Holt, he hg 
contented himself with that to which he had given utterance, Sig, 
years ago, when the legal profession had a very powerful influence on jj 
insurance, the net premium income touched a figure of £317,000. It 
his belief that Mr. Holt was always looking to reach this figure again, aj 
it was not too bold a prophecy to say that one of these days his yig 
might be realised. Comparing the business of 1902 with past years in; 
general sense, the gross new business of that year was the highest: sing 
1897, the new net business the highest since 1896, the number of Policig 
the highest since 1844—but it was fair to say that the average amoy 
of each policy had, from changes in the conditions of business, becom 
somewhat smaller. The total net premium income was the highest sing 
1873, and the funds were larger than any year since 1889. The rate¢ 
interest earned by the funds was higher than in any other year since 1 
except in the year 1890. In particular he would like to mention that th 
rate of interest on the “Million” fund, which was primarily responsihk 
for dividends to the shareholders, was higher than for many years pug 
The claims had been smaller than in any year since 1856. ~ As re 
1901 and 1902, the sum was less than the expected amount by 
£63,000 in 1901 and £108,000 in 1902. Of course, the law of averages 
must to a great extent prevail in these matters, still ) 
regarded these figures as exceedingly satisfactory and as a 
evidence of the great care which was taken in the selection g 
lives. The average age of the lives under policies that had become claim 
in 1902 was 71 years, and the average duration of the policies nearly ¥ 
years. A comparison of the figures of 1902 with preceding years of th 
quinquennial period shewed that the net new business in 1900 wy 
£502,000, in 1901 it was £520,000, in 1902 £534,000. The number d 
policies during the same years was 424, 516, and 565. The net premim 
income shewed the figures of £256,000, £259,000, and £264,00, 
The rate of interest in the first year was £4 per cent., in the seco 
£4 2s, 8d, and in 1902 £4 3s. 2d. Turning to the . accour, 
the revenue account of the life assurance fund shewed that tht 
fund had increased by no less than nearly £102,000 in th 
course of the year. In the revenue account of the gene 
£9,150.” This related to a group of policies which were no longe 
required, and were surrendered, but not without considerable profit t 
the society. It had been the practice of the board to have an anml 
revision of the Stock Exchange securities, and, in consequence of the 
depressed condition of even the very best securities during the last fer 
years, it was fourd necessary, as a result, both in 1900 and 1M, 
to write off sums for depreciation of securities. He wa 
glad to say that in 1902 it had only been found necessary to write dom 
£878. He thought that the bottom had been reached in the depreciation 
of securities, and in fact a valuation made this month had shown an appr. 
ciation of £11,700 since the 31st of December. The board regarded th 
dépreciation as temporary, and it had not been an unmixed evil, becaus 
it had enabled them to invest in excellent securities at a com 
paratively low price. A considerably larger proportion of the funds was 
invested in Stock Exchange securities than was formerly the case, In 
1889 the amount was less than half a million, at present it was two 
millions, and during the period between 1889 and the present there had 
been transactions which, allowing for realisation, put the figure as high 
as £3,000,000, and the total loss upon the whole of that amount, allowing 
for profit actually realised, was less than £2,500. The ratio of expenses 
of management had shewn a tendency to increase in the three years, the 
ratio in 1900 having been £11 11s. 5d per cent., in 1901 £12 5s. 3d. per 
cent., and in 1902 £12 16s, 4d. This was still a very low ratio a 
compared with the average rate of other companies, which might 
be put at about 14 per cent. The changes which had occurred i 
business had necessarily involved an expenditure which was not befor 
required, and the more new business that was acquired the larger would 
be the initial expense, but in the long run that was not a Joss. The 
society was in a sound, healthy, and progressive position. It would not 
be in that condition but for the fact that it possessed an able, zealous, 
and loyal staff, from Mr, Holt downwards, not only in the building, but 
outside it, in the inspectors and agents who worked hard to procure 
business for the society. They all had the interest of the society thoro 

at heart, and its satisfactory position was due to them, for he clai 
little for the board. : 

The Hon. Atrrep E, Garnorne-Harpy s®conded the motion, and it 
was carried unanimously. 

On the motion of the Hon. Atrrep E. Gatnorne-Harpy, the 
retiring directors were re-elected, as follows:—Mr. Edward Horsman 
Bailey, Mr, Harold Brown, Mr. Dillon Ross-Lewin Lowe, Mr. William 
Rolle Malcolm, Mr. Charles Stewart, and Mr. Edward Francis Turner. 

The retiring auditors, Mr. Gerard Van de Linde. F.C.A, (for the pt 
prietors), and Mr. Walter Frederick Wiseman, F.C.A. (for the assured), 
were re-elected. 

On the motion of the Cuarrman, the following resolution was agreed 
to. “That the number of the directors of the society be henceforth 
reduced to 23, and remain at that number until otherwise determined, 
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this reduction be effected by omitting to fill up the vacancy caused 
the recent death of Charles Manley Smith, Esq. ; and that in the year 
yp (being the year in which the said Charles Manley Smith or any 
son who might have been elected to fill his place would have retired in 
ation) the sixth director to retire in addition to the other five already 
ble to retire at that date be ascertained by agreement or lot in accord- 
with Regulation 69. That as from and including the year 1903 
.gnnual sum placed at the disposal of the directors as remuneration be 
fgced, until otherwise determined, by one twenty-fourth part thereof.” 
Ayote of thanks to the chairman, the directors, and the staff, which the 
hargMaN briefly acknowledged, terminated the proceedings. 
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licences were clearly laid down by the Lord Chancellor in Sharpe v. 
Wakefield. As soon as the Brewster Sessions were over he would get a 
report on the result of their action. 

Lord Justice Cozens-Hardy will preside at the annual social meeting of 
the Royal Courts of Justice Temperance Society, which will be held in 
lincoln’s-inn-hall on Wednesday evening, the 4th of March, when he will 
be supported by Lord Dunboyne, Mr. Justice Farwell, Sir Kenneth 
Mackenzie, K.C., Judge Baylis, K.C., Mr. Atherley-Jones, K.C., M.P., 
and T, D. Bolton, M.P. 


Mr. Inderwick, K.C., was entertained at a complimentary dinner at the 
Hotel Cecil on the 20th inst. by his friends at the bar, on his retirement 
from practice, owing to his recent appointment as a Commissioner in 
Lunacy. Sir Edward Clarke, K.C., presided, and among those present 
were the Lord Chief Justice, Sir Francis Jeune, Lord Justice Mathew, Mr. 
Justice Barnes, the Earl of Desart, the Attorney-General, the Solicitor- 
General, Sir Harry Poland, K.C., and many other members of the bar. 


On the 19th inst., in the House of Lords, Earl Grey asked the Lord 
Chancellor whether it was the intention of his Majesty’s Government to 
re-introduce, at an early date, with the view of its becoming law before 
the end of the current session, the Prevention of Corruption Bill. The 
Lord Chancellor said he had received since last year ample proof of the 
extraordinary development of the system of corruption by what were 
delicately called commissions, but which were, in truth, bribes to people 
to betray their duties to their employers. The fact, undoubtedly, was 
that the system had grown extensively, and he agreed that it demanded 
the attention claimed for it. As far as he was coneerned, he was happy 
to say that he held in his hand a Bill which, as soon as the other business 
of the House was disposed of, he proposed to ask their lordships to read a 
first time. He would do his best to push the Bill through the House, and 
would do what he could to advance the prospect of its becoming law, 
because nobody felt more strongly than he the enormous importance of 
this question. He then presented a Bill for the Prevention of Corruption, 
Which was read a first time. 


Can a man, asks the Central Law Journal, resist a public horse- 
whipping by killing his antagonist? This might depend on the further 
question whether personal liberty is as sacred as life. The Supreme Court 
of Missouri affirms that it is. In the recent case of State v. Bartlett (71 
8. W. Rep. 148), where the deceased attempted to publicly horse-whip 
the defendant for circulating slanders about his brother, the defendant, 
after warning the deceased not to attempt to horse-whip him, deliberately 
shot his antagonist, who persisted in his purpose. The jury under 
instructions of the trial court convicted the defendant of murder in the 
first degree. In reversing the judgment and discharging the defendant, 
the court says: No man, because he is the physical inferior of another, 
from whatever cause such inferiority may arise, is, because of such 
inferiority, bound to submit to a public horse-whipping. We hold it a 
hecessary self-defence to resist, resent, and prevent such humiliating 
indignity—such a violation of the sacredness of one’s person—and that, 
if nature has not provided the means for such resistance, art may; in 

ort, a Weapon may be used to effect the unavoidable necessity.”’ 


According to the volume of the Judicial Statistics just issued, the number 
of the offences reported to the police in 1901 was 80,962, as against 77,934 in 
1900. The number of persons tried for indictable offences was 55,453, as 

inst 53,628 in 1900, and the number of persons convicted of such 
offences 45,039, as against 43,259 in 1900. Mr. Simpson, the Principal 
Clerk in the Criminal Department of the Home Office, says: ‘‘ It was 
Pointed out in the introduction to the statistics for 1897 that these reports 





furnish an excellent means of testing the common assumption that penal 
servitude has the effect of crushing the moral responsibility of persons 
subjected to it and barring a return to paths of honesty, and from the 
figures then available the conclusion was drawn that such an assumption 
is not founded on facts. This conclusion is confirmed by further experi- 
ence. The test does not, of course, apply to men who are sent to penal 
servitude after a career of crime ; penal servitude may fail to reform them, 
but if on discharge they revert to crime the sentence of penal servitude 
cannot fairly be regarded as the cause. Of those, however, who have no 
previvus record of crime the vast majority are found to be leading a 
respectable life after their discharge from prison.”’ 


In an address delivered before the Law School Alumni Association of 
Washington University of St. Louis, by Hon. U. M. Rose, of Arkansas, 
the following sketch is given, says the American Law Review, of an ancient 
and celebrated law firm: Our professional retrospect has been lately 
extended in a most unexpected way. Prof. Hilpreth of the University of 
Pennsylvania, in excavating the ruins of Nippur, in Mesopotamia, lately 
discovered the vault of an ancient firm of attorneys knownas Murashu & Sons, 
who are supposed to have lived about seven thousand years ago. Murashu 
& Sons were practising law at Nippur three thousand years before Abraham 
was born in Ur of the Chaldees, which, like Damascus, was of more recent 
date. They were farther removed from Abraham than we are from 
Romulus and Remus. This vault of Murashu & Sons, buried under 
twenty-seven feet of cosmic dirt, was found to contain legal documents 
inscribed on tiles, which had been deposited there for safe keeping. One 
of these that was deciphered was a bill of sale of a ring with an emerald 
set, containing a guarantee that the set would not fall out for twenty 
years. The document is in the highest style of art; and all that it lacks 
to make it valid is a United States revenue stamp. Murashu &Sons are by 
thousands of years the oldest members of the profession known to us: and 
they make, I think, a good shewing. This vault or archive room shews 
that they were prosperous in the professional pursuits ; and their contents 
prove that they were esteemed and trusted. 


Mr. T. M. Colmore, stipendiary magistrate for the city of Birmingham, 
wrote, says the Zimes, to the Lord Chief Justice with reference to the 
Assize Relief Act, that magistrates experienced great difficulty in carrying 
out its provisions owing to the different views his Majesty's judges took 
with regard to it. Some of them, he wrote, insisted on trying prisoners 
already committed to the sessions, while other judges took an opposite 
course. The following reply has been received from Lord Alverstone: 
** Royal Courts of Justice, 10th February, 1903. Arsize Relief Act, 1889. 
T. M. Colmore, Esq., Birmingham. My dear Mr. Colmore,—I have had 
the opportunity of consulting the judges of the King’s Bench Division of 
the High Court on the subject of your letter to me of December last, 
and I find that the view taken by them, in which I concur, is 
that the magistrates ought not to act upon any hard-and-fast 
rule to commit all offences triable at sessions to the _ sessions, 
but should in each case consider whether, in the interests of justice, 
it would be better to send the accused to be tried at the assizes. The 
matters tolbe taken into consideration in determining which of the two 
tribunals should be used would include, amongst others, the character of 
the offence and the length of time between the date of committal and the 
holding of the assizes and sessions respectively. We do not think that the 
mere fact that the accused is admitted to bail ought to be regarded as a 
reason for not bringing the case to trial at the earliest available oppor- 
tunity. We think it wiser not to make any rules under section 6 of the 
Act, but to leave to the magistrates an unfettered discretion in each case. 
I wish to add that the feeling of all the judges appears to be that in the 
absence of exceptional circumstances prisoners ought to be left to be tried 
at the sessions if the magistrates have so committed them for trial.—I am, 
yours faithfully, Alverstone.”’ 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or ReGisTRars IN ATTENDANCE ON 








Date Emercency Aprsat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
- OTA, No. 2. KEKEWICH, Braye. 
Monday, March ......... 2 Mr. Greswell Mr. Godfrey Mx Carrington Mr. Theed 
SINT srcorsarsores me Church R. Leach Beal W. Leach 
Wednesday ..... a & Farmer Godfrey Carrington Theed 
Thursday ........ 5 cir R. Leach Beal W. Leach 
IE estibtecendions . 6 W. Leach Godfrey Carrington Theed 
Saturday ... ae Theed R. Leac Beal W. Leach 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
—_ FARWELL. Bucky. Jover. Swivxren Eapy. 
Monday, March ......... 2 Mr. King Mr. Church Mr. Jackson Mr. Beal 
[eases Farmer Greswell Pemberton Carrington 
Wednesday ........ a 4 King Church Jackson R. Leach 
Thursday ... .....seeceree 5 Farmer Greswell Pemberton Godfrey 
=e 6 King Chureh ackson Pemberton 
BACUTGAY .ooceressse-ccreee 7 Farmer Greswell Pemberton Jackson 








The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 
March 3.——Mesars. Broprr, Trouns, & Co., at the Mart, at 2, Freehold and Leasehold Pro- 
perties :—Hackney : Nine Freehold Shops, Nos. 19 to 35 (odd), Lower Clapton-rad 
contiguous to Mare-street) ; all let to responsible tenants; producing £562 per annum 
nlicitors, Messrs, Debenham & Walker, London.—Stockwell: Leasehold Residence 
23, Lansdowne-garlens, close to Stockwell Station ; let at £45 per annum. Solicitors, 
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Messrs. Stephens & Stephens, London.—Holloway : Leasehold Property, 77, Crayford. 
road, Holloway; let at £44 perannum. Solicitors, Messrs. Dunn Hilliard, London- 
See advertisement, Feb. 21, p. 5.) : 

Mar hb 4.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Craxriexp, at the Mart, at 2:—Seven Sisters-road, N. : 
Long Leasehold Shop Property, producing £219 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Hoddinott & Davis, London.—Battersea : Leasehold Houses, of the estimated 
rental value of £120 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Dyson, Smith, & Marchant, 
London.— Bethnal Green : Freehold Premises, comprising Dwelling House with Shop ; 
let on iring lease at £350 y: annum. Solicitor Walter B. Styer, Esq., London. 

Marc) 5 hy H. E. Foster & Cranrizxn, at the Mart, at 2 :— 

REVERSIONS: r 
To One-fourth of One-seventh of One-third of the Estate of the late Mr. Serjeant 
Cox, comprising Freehold Property in City of London and elsewhere, the 
Goodwill and Business of “ The Field,’’ ‘‘ The Queen,” and other newspapers, 
capital value being estimated to exceed upwards of half a million sterling, on 
decease of a lady aged 57. Also to One-fourth of One-seventh of One-half 
of another One-third, on the death without issue of a gentleman born July, 
1838. Solicitors, Messrs. Powell & Skues, London. a 
To One-half of £1,300, on mortgage, gentleman aged 69. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Stuckey, Son & Pope, Brighton. F 
To Three-fourths of Freeholds at or, producing £550 per annum, three lives. 
Sulititors, Me-srs. Dangerfield & Blyth, London. 
To One-fourth of a Trust Fund, India Stock, &c., value £25,635, four lives, aged 
69, 68, 43, and 39; also Reversionary Life Interest of gentleman 43, in 
such One-fourth Shares, on lives 69 and 68 ; also One-sixth of the Life Interest 
of tleman 68, in the said Fund, producing about £980 per annum, 
with Policy. icitors, Messrs. a & Colyer, London. 
LIFE POLICIES for £1,500, on life 50. Solicitor, Richard Wilks, Esq., Deal. 
POLICIES : 
For £6,000, £5,250, £3,000, £2,200, £2,000, £1,250. Solicitors, Messrs, Murray, 
Hutchi: g Stirling, & Murray, London. 
For £1,802, 1,000, £1,000, £1,000, £1,000, £1,000, £1,000, £1,000, £300. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Elierton & Son, Messrs. Cameron, Kemm, & Co., Messrs. Lee, 
Ockerby, & Everington, Messrs. Crosse & Sons, London; and John E. Ray, 


Esq. stings. 
SHARES. Solicitors, Messrs. Williams & Goss, London. 
(See advertisements, this week, p. 5.) 

March 5.—Messrs. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2, Freehold Ground-rents :—New 
Charlton : £4 4s., upon No. 17, Fairthorn-road, Woolwich-road ; 12s. on No. 6, Rainton- 
road, Woolwich-road; £2 6s. on 1, Gurdon-road; Pettercorns upon 15 houses in 
+. paige Solicitors, Messrs. Cree & Son, London. (See advertisement Feb. 21, 
p. 5. 

March 6.—Mr. Henry H. Coruier, at the Mart:—Westbourne Grove: 56, Chepstow villas ; 
Freehold house, let and producing £125 per annum.—Paddington, W.: 1, Durham- 
terrace; let at £90a year. Westbourne Park : 21 and 23, St. Stephen’s-road ; in one 
or two lots; let at rents producing £165 a year the two.—Westbourne Grove: 82, 84, 
86, 88, and 92, Richmond-road ; let and producing £474 per annum.—Crystal Palace : 

J uare; a Freehold Semi-detached House, close to station; let at £36a 
year. (See advertisements, Feb. 21, p. 5.) 
March 4.—Messrs. Satter, Rex, & Co.. at the Mart, at 2:—King’s Cross: Freehold 
ises ; leased for 21 years from 1895 at £250 per annum.—King’s Cross: Leasehold 
Manufacturing Premises; let at £200 per annum.—Crouch End: Family Residence ; 
lease 74 years, with possession.—Victoria Park: Two Factories and Three Cottages ; 
let at £110 per annum.—Green Lanes, Tottenham: Leaseholds ; let (see particulars) .— 
Bowes Park: Six Bay-fronted Villas. Solicitor, J. P. Garrett, Esq., London. — 
Kentish Town: Leasehold Residence, close to several stations. Solicitor, Evan 
Hayward, Esq., West Hartlepool.—New Southgate: 82 and 84, High-road. Solicitor, 
H. B. Wedlake, Esq., London.—Islington: Leasehold Shop; let at £60 per annum. 
Solicitors, Messrs drew Wood & Co., London, (See advertisements, this week, 


p. 326.) 
Results of Sales. 


Messrs. Denexnam, Tewson, Farmer, & Betpcewarer sold at the Mart, on February 
24, Freehold Tithe Rent-charges in Suffolk, commuted at over £100 per annum, for £855 ; 
the City Freehold, 46, Fleet-street, for £8,400; Freehold Shop, 21, New-street, Covent- 
garden, for £2,470; Freehold Ground-rent of £50 per annum on 27, New-street, Covent- 

» £1,470; Leasehold Residences—1, Westbourne-square, rent £110, for £880; 3, 
e-square, rent £80, for £680; 12, Westbourne-square, rent £94, for £770; 19, 
estbourne-square, rent £90, for £730. 

Messrs. C. C. & T. Moore sold at the Mart, on Thursday, Leasehold Property in St. 
George’s, E., £1,030; a Freehold House in Ford-square, Stepney §£700; a Shop in Columbia- 
road, Bethnal Green, £450; and other properties situated at Plaistow, Whitechapel, and 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Feb. 20. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1x CHANCERY. 


Cospat Water (1900), Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 17, directed t 
be heard March 3. ‘Swann & Co, 2%7, Leadenhall st, solors for petners. Notice of 
sppearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


Fovurprister, Huxt & Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Marc! 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 5 Fredonia 
Smart, 22, Queen st, Cheapside. Greenip & Co, George st, solors for liquidator 
Gatiruoxt Gotp Fieips, Linirep—Creditors are required, on or before March 31, to send 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
it Garland, 6, Queen st pl. Ashurst & Co, 17, Throgmorton ay, solors for 


Swansea Smectixe anv Sirver Mixixc Co, Limrrep- Creditors are required, on or 
before April 2. to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to William Barclay Peat, 3, Lothbury. Stephens, 5, Lloyd's avenue, solor for 


Tosyraxpy Ixpustaiat Co-orzrative Society, Limirep—Creditors are required 
before March 6, to send their names a resses, and the particulars of their debts or 
ee 4 Charles Bawin Dovey, oe st, Cardiff 
ILLIERS Srevter Co, Limitep (1x Liguipatiox)—Creditors are required, on or bef 
April 2, to send their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or dleinn, 
Winn, 33, Waterloo st, B . Cox, Swansea, solor for liquidator 
Wu. Frayce & Co, Limitep (1x Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
a : ie 4 —_ a <~ —— Ye Bog —— of their debts or claims, 
. A. Tuck, care o m. France Fenwic y fenchurch st. 
Leadenhall st; solors for liquidator —" See Ya 


London Gasette.—Tusspay, Feb. 24. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1x CHANCERY. 


Atormay Exriorrations, laurrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 4, to send 
their names and addresses. the particulars of their debts or claims, to H. Mills 


, and 
3, Broad st bldgs. Yeo, Great Winchester st, solor for liquida’ 
Bagtisso. Gow Misixa Co, Limiten—Creditors are souuiend, r+ o a, May 41, to 
ebte and claims, 
st, solors for liquidator 


of their d 


names and addresses, and the 
Francis Clarke, 41, Coleman #t.’ Trinder & Co, Leadenhall ome 


Feb. 28. 1995 


Carrout Poririer, Limrrep (1x Liquipatiox)—Creditors are required, on or 
30, to send ~ a names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
Samuel P 


Cur Exp Mitt Co, Limirrp—Creditors are required, on or before March 30, to seni 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to William ge 
Shaw, Market pl, Dewsbu 

Desrumaux’s Automatic WATER SorreneR AND Puririer, Limirep—Petn for y 
up, presented Feb 19, directed to be heard March 10. Fiske, 10, Norfolk st, Strand, 
for petner, Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 9} 
the afternoon of March 9 - : 

Evrexa Macuine Co, Limirep— Creditors are required, on or before April 9, to seni: 

addresses, with the iculars of their debts or claims, to Albert} 
Bach, 25, Ainger rd, Primrose hill Benjamin, Coleman st, solor for liquidator 

Fourpriner, Hunt & Co, Limrtep (trading as J Brooke & Co, at Dufferin st)—Qny 
are required, on or before March 16, to send their names and addresses to } 
Be-tram Smart, 22, Queen st, Cheapside Greenip & Co, George st, Mansion} 
solors for the liquidator : : 

Mipp.etTon Eneiveerixe Works, Lunitep —Creditors are required, on or April 4, t) 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John § 
Hulton, 16, Clegg st, Oldham 

Pua@yix Gotp Mixes, Luurrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 1, to seni 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Julius’ 
Hetherington Byrne, 81, Gracechurch st 

Royat Aquarium AND SumMER anp Winter Garpven Sociery, Limtrep - Crediton 
required, on or before April 21, to send their names and addresses, and partie 
their debts or claims, to the liquidators of the Royal Aquarium Society, 16, Py 
st, Westminster. Hollams & Co, Mincing In, solors for liquidator 

Wesrminster Review Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Mam 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to¥ 
H. B. Stephens, 177, Boundaries rd, Balham. Griffenhoofe & Brewster, New im, 
for the liquidator 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cia. 
London Gazette.—Tunspay, Feb. 10. 


Cutsuaw, Witt1am MeLiArp, Newcastle under Lyme, Hosier March6 Brookfidié( 
v Culshaw, Buckley, J Pitman, 5, Laurence Pountney hill 

Grirritus, SARAH AwNn, i, Stafford March 31 Attorney-General y 
Solicitor, Kekewich, J licitor to the Treasury, Strand 

NATTALi, Josepaine, Welbeck st, Cavendish sq Feb 24 Whitlaw v Wright, Joy, 
Simpson & Co, Southwark st 

Squire, Epwarp, Sunderland March 13 Perkins v Hills, Joyce, J Brown, Newest 
upon Tyne 

London Gazette.—Fripvay, Feb. 13. 


Baxser, Rosert, Water Orton, Warwick, Gent March 14 Cattle v Sparshott, P 
and Swinfen Eady, JJ Male, Birmingham 

Bensow, Frances Avice, Great Crosby, Lancaster March 13 Corkhill v Corkhill, Bas 
trar, Liverpool Bewley, Liverpool 

Jessop, Henry Aubert, Elgin rd, Notting hill, Jeweller March 17 Jessop v Philiq 
Byrne, J Leggatt & Co, Raymond bidgs, Gray’s inn 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 17. 
Eec, Wiiu1AM Henry, sen, Old Ford rd, Bethnal Green, Estate Agent March 21 Eg 
igg, Kekewich, J Wethertield & Co, Gresham bldgs, Guil 
Hinon, Jonn Epey, Shipston on Stour, Worcester, Solicitor March 17 Grove v Bail 
Buckley, J Wilson, Preston 
Wiruerspoon, Joun Rosert Nessit, Dunston, Durham, Surgeon March 10 Withernpoa 
v Witherspoon, Registrar, Durham Bates, Gateshead 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 17. 


Acocks, Exizasets BAut, Forest Gate March 20 Paice & Cross, Clement’s inn 

Artessury, Most Hon Gzorciana Soputa Maria, Marchioness of, Savernake Forest, Wilt 
March 26 A R &H Steele, College hill 

Ayris, Jony. Gt Yarmouth, Civil Engineer April10 Davies & Son, Norwich 

Bayyes, Tuomas, Caton, nr Lancaster, Farmer May1 Johnson & Tilly, Lancaster 

Buanp, Emma, Chorlton cum Hardy, Lancs March 14 Holt & Co, Manchester 

Boarps, Forpuam, Hollowayrd April 30 Beck, East India av 

Branca, Hannan, Birmingham March17 Chinn, Birmingham 

CarxwatH, IsaBeuta Exiza, Countess of, Cromwell pl, South Kensington Marh% 
C R&F W Stevens, Queen Victoria st 

Crark, Saran, Leeds March 31 A & G W Fox, Manchester 

Cook, THomas Huyton, Lanes March 31 Quinn & Sons, Liverpool 

Corry, Axn, Barnsbury rd March 12 Snow & Co, Great St Thomas Apostle, Quest 

Corrox, Mary Louisa, Erwall Hall, Derby March5 Taylor & Co, Derby 

Deacon, CuarLes AL¥rep, West Norwood, Jeweller March 20 Wynne-Baxter & 
Keeble, Laurence Pountney hill, Cannon st 

Det, Amevia, Uxbridge rd, Sh ’s Bush March 20 Taylor & Co, Strand 

Ems.ie, sheets HEATHER, Burdwan, Bengal, India March20 Byott & Swan, Neweastle 
upon Tyne 

Brian, bie Hove March 25 Burchell & Co, Victoria st, Westminster 

Grove, Henrietta, Halesowen, Worcester March 16 Homfray & Co, Halesowen 

Grove, James, Halesowen, Worcester, Labourer March 16 Homfray & Co, Halesowe 

Guitrorp, Fraxcis Evwarp, Bildeston, Suffolk April 10 Littlewood & Chatwin, 
Nottingham 

Harper, Wii11am, Bath, Chimney Sweep March 31 Chesterman, 

Harper, Canrouie, Bath March 31 rman, 

Haat, Joseru, Leicester, Yarn Agent March 14 Williams, Leicester 

Hopson, Cuar.es Avevstus, Hastings March 24 Hurford & Taylor, Bedford row 

and a Desborough, Northampton, Farmer March 18 Douglass, 

arboroug 

Jameson, Francis Taomas, Bathampton, Somerset March 31 Braikenridge & Edwards, 
Holborn circus 

Kerroot, Taomas, Preston March7 Craven, Preston 

Licutroot, Lou1sa Janz, Neville’s Cross, Durham April 1 Chapman & Son, Durham 

Lomas, Ropert, Hazelwood Hall, Derby, Farmer March 25 Moore, Duffield 

Lone, The Hon Eveanor Juuian, Bryanston sq March 25 Frere & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Mortox, Emmanve, Dalton, Huddersfield March 9 Fisher, Huddersfield 

Naytor, Susannan, Salterhebble, Halifax March 14 Dey, Halifax 

Nespuanrpt, Exvizapeta, Cross in Hand, Sussex March 25 Stubbing, Tottenham 

Nosie, Many, Undercliffe, Bradford March 16 Utley, Keighley 

O’ Net, Joux Gower, St ’son Sea March 31 Chalinder & Heringtoa, Hastings 

Sanceant, Mary Awy, Finchley rd, St John’s Wood April 15 Stephens & Sons, Somen# 





st, Portman sq 
Suzrnarp, Grorar, Ponsonby pl, Westminster March 12 Yeilding & Co, Vincent ™ 
Westminster 
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SugDLE t Ives, Cornwall March 31 Williams, Gracechurch TownsEnD, Joun Sumsion, Sevenoaks, Merchant April 30 East India av 
debts or ¢ TARRY, ¥ a Wonnste a manstay gdns, Kensington, Barrister at Law March 3 Taylor, Gray’s | Waace, Srovep Newcastle on Tyne, ’Shipbroker April 3 Wikio & Marshall, New- 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 







erin St) Cred 
resses to Freda 
t, Mansion fi Lond-m Gazette.—Faipay, Feb. 20. 
or April 4, ty RECEIVING ORDERS. 
» to Toba fy Apaauaxs, Myer, Leeds, Boot Repairer Leeds Pet Feb 14 


rd Feb 14 

"Bch Wituram Stewart, Leeds, Woollen Merchant 
leeds Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 : 

Avstix, Jessk JaAmEs, West Bridgford, Builder Notting- 
ham Pet Jan29 Ord Feb 16 

BraryMan, Georce Sinciair, West Hampstead, Stock 
Dealer High Court Pet Nov18 Ord Jan 15 

BuayxsToxE Davin, Liverpool, Cabinet Maker Liverpool 


Til 1, to 
to Jule 


ED - Crediton 
and particuls 
ciety, 16, Pry 





Cfore Man Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 17 
re aia tld Broappent, ALFRED, Leeds Barnsley Pet Feb 16 Ord 
'» New tn, Feb 16 
Baoomueap, CHARLES, Stanley, Grocer Wakefield Pet Feb 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
Cuauuiss, Puitie Georce, and Percy Raynnam CHALLIss, 
Maidstone, Builders Maidstone Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
CHITTENDEN, Jou, Dover, Confectioner Canterbury Pet 
Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
* CLanke, Hersert Epwarp, Southsea, Hants, Fishmonger 
Partsmouth Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
Cocks, Exisan, Pentoey, Norfolk, Publican King’s Lynn 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
Conen, Aurrep, Peckham, Fruit Merchant High Court 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Feb 17 
Brookfield 69 Coox, Tuomas, Lostwithiel, Cornwall, Saddler Truro Pet 
ooktield& Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
ral ¥ Daaxe, Wir1sAM Henry, Gt Yarmouth, Grocer Gt 
=" Yarmouth Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
lot Dvcxworta, Tuomas, Church, Lancs Blackburn Pet 
right, Joye j Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
— Gowers, Atrrep, Burnley, Fruit Salesman Burnley Pet 
wn, News Feb 14 Ord Feb 16 
Grecory, Tuomas Epmunpv, Pershore, Worcester, Market 
Gardener Worcester Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
hot Hares, Witrrip BurckHARDT ATHERSTONE, Contes, 
shott, Farr Student Cambridge Pet-Feb17 Ord Feb 1 


aoe Hoppivort, Bensamin, Cardiff Cardiff Pet Ay 19 Ord 
orkhill, Begs Feb 17 
: Hopses, Arruur Rosert, Birmi ham, Greengrocer Bir- 
Op V Phils mingham Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 
Hotes, Henny, Hucknall Torkard, Notts, Joiner Notting- 
ham Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 17 
Hortoy, Francis, Wolverham: x + eee Wolver- 
hampton Pet Feb 18 Ord Fet 
Hyman, Heasert Harris, | tony o Regent st, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet Jan7 Ord Feb 13 
Isuzrwoop, James, and Joun Epcar, Bolton, Herbaliste 
Bolton PetFeb17 Ord Feb17 
Joxes, Joun Brenia, Brailes, Warwick, Schoolmaster 
Banbury Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 
Joxgs, Roperick Davip, New Tredegar, 
Tredegar Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 
Keer, George, High Wycombe, Grocer 
Jan 31 Ord Feb 17 
Lacuman, M, Palace ct 
Feb 18 
Lake, Joux Wituiam, Binham, Norfolk Norwich Pet Feb 
in 18 Ord Feb 18 
‘orest, Wilts Law, James Brown, Faversham, Watchmaker Canterbury 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Law, Jim, West Melton, Yorks, General Dealer Sheffield 
aster Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
| Lawnexcr, Hesry Morris, Middlesbrough, Grocer 
Middlesbrough Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
Lixpex, CLarENcE At¥rep, Ryde, I of W, Insurance 
Agent Newport Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 
LittLewoop, Joun Aubert, Heeley, Sheffield, Butchers’ 
Outfitter Sheffield Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Luke, ALEXANDER LockERAm, Caversham, Builder Reading 
6 Pet ~~ Ord Feb 16 
ystoy, Grorcr, Kingston upon ma, Butcher Kingston 
p upon Hull Pet Feb 14 _ Feb 1 
HILLIP ILLIAM, Abertillery, Mon, uilder a 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 : — 
Poot, ALyrep, Earl Shilton, Leicester, Farmer Leicester 
Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 
Pork. p’AGRonp, Louis, Hornchurch, Essex, pe 
-” Agent Chelmsford Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb 1 
Prue, Frank Lesuix, Balham, Builder Wandsworth Pet 
Feb 14 Ord Feb 16 
Raxpox, Groras, Hathern, Leicester, Hosiery Manufac- 
turer Leicester Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
Scuuttz, Simox, Kingston upon Hull, Semis 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 1 
Ww Skywour, Arrnur Epwix, West Hartlepool, 
Dealer Sunderland Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
Suetuvurst, Jonny, A Bay, Denbigh Bangor Pet | 


ch 21 Eger 
rove v Bail 
Witherspoa 
Mon, Grocer 
Aylesbury Pet 


High Court Pet Sept 15 Ord 


General | 


awasis Feb 16’ Ord Feb 
Serigut, WILLIAM, Tate Leeds Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
Tepsurt, Joun Porter, Sandiacre, Derby Derby Pet Feb | 
ham ~ 7 * Feb 17 
TSTALL, JAMES, B 
pia Webiy Geiger irmingham, Baker Birmingham Pet | 


Tuomas, Tuomas H e i : 
mt Brees cigs Bate ee «Rae @ se 
Sie ee tee oes Bay, Fishmonger Canter- | 
we A Ween woe Rlbak sisi 2 
14 Ond Feb 14 ibeeeies 


inn sq 
Cuar.orTe, Bayswater April 2 Stuckey & Co, Brighton 
— wae” anyeoed, King’s Norton, Worcester, Carpenter April 3 Weekes & Co, 


Toutzxsox, TuomASs, Maldon, Essex, Surgeon March 25 Bird, Maldon 


Woop, Benyam 








Wricut, Samvk, Paateest. Carpenter Peterborough 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 1 


RECEIVING a DISCHARGED. 


James, CuHartes Tsomas Ciement, Frindsbury, nr 
ester, Author Rochester Rec Ord Dec 1, 1902 
Dis Feb 2, 1903 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Aprauams, Myer, Leeds, Boot Repairer March 2 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Arrowsmith, Jonn Wititam, Stockport, Fruiterer March 
3 at 11 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, Stockport 
Buck.ey, oe, See port, Plumber Ma: 3 at 11.30 
Off Ree, Coun brs, Market pl, Stockport 
CLARKE, HERBERT ae ” Southsea, Fishmo r March 
Qat 3 Off Ree, ~~ a Se High st, Portsmouth 
Conen, ALFRED, Peckham, F March 2 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, inee st 


Off Ree, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

DAwWBER, Jou, "Scarborough, Auctioneer March 4 at 11.30 
74, Newborough, Scarboro 

Fraser, WIit.1aM Angus, Wre , Denbigh, Tailor March 
2 at 2.45 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Harries, Taomas Nasu, Dinas Cross, Pembroke, Farmer 
March 4 at 3.30 Off Ree, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Hitt, Witiiam Henry, Stockton on Tees, Refreshment 
house Keeper March 11 at 3 Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, 
Middlesbrough 


ch 3 at3 19, 
KemMpsaut, JoHn Henry, Lo nr Manchester, Com- 
mercial Traveller March Yat2.30 ) Off Ree, Byrom st, 

Manchester 

Lawrence, Henry were rough, Grocer March 
6at3 Off Ree, 8, rd, Middlesbrough 
Feb 28 at 11 Off R-e, 19, Quay st, New rt, I of 

Lumais, James ArMsTRONG, and OLiver 
Chelmsford, Builders March 4 at 3 Shire Hall, 
Chelmsford’ 

Mawopirt, Henry James, Cardiff, Baker Feb 28 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Moore, Roper Wittiam, Norton, i Sale, Blacksmith 
March 4at1 74, Newborough, Scar rough. 

Naywior, CHARLES "JARVIS, enna 9 Hotel Keeper 
March 4 at 2.30 74, Newborough, Scarborough 

Nye, Tuomas Jouy, Herne Hill, Tailor March 3 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey +t 
Oystox, Epwarp Joserx, Esh Village, County Durham, 
Wine M March 2 at i2 Off Rec, 25, John st, | 
Sunderland 


Paterson, WituAM, Brimington, Derby, Pattern Maker 
Feb 28 at 11.30. Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 


at 13.15 74, Newborough, Scarborough 

PERCIVAL, Jamis Frodsham, Cheshire, Farmer March 6 
at .15 my Ny Palmyra sq, Warrington 

Poot, . eo Shilton, Leicester, Farmer March 2 
at12 Off Rec, 1, Berri st, Leicester 

Pore vb’ AGRonND, Louis, ornchurch, Essex, Exhibition 

t March 3 at 12° 95, Temple chambrs, Temple av 

Reni, gout Llanarmon, Denbigh, Farmer March 2 at 
11.30 Crypt chmbrs, E te row, Chester 

Rogers, Atrrep Henry, Far Cotton, Northampton, Baker 
Feb 28 at 12 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Sreicut, Wasson, March 2 at 11 Off Rec, 22, 


Park row, 
Meee Ase Gt Wak pon, I Builder March 2 | 
st, Boutivind on 
vee Watt AMES, Exeter, Builder March 12 at | 


10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Warwick, a Bram ton, Contractor March 2 at 3 
Oi Rec, 24, Fisher lisle 
age. 


Apranams, Mver, Leeds, Boot Repairer Leeds Pet Feb 14 
Ord Feb 14 

WItiiaM Burmantofts Laat, 

t Ord Feb 1 

Stoke on 


ANDERSON, Srewart, 
Woollen Leeds Pet Feb 17 

Baut, Wiiuiam, Cheadle, Staffs, Builder 
Trent Pet Jan 27 Ord F eh 17 

Birp, James Cuanries, Montpelier, Bristol, Coal Merchant 
Bristol Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb 18 

Barnsley Pet Feb 16 Ord 


BroapBent, ALFRED, Leeds 
6 
Wakefield Pet 


Feb 1 

Broomntap, Cuaries, Stanley, Grocer 

| Feb 13 Ord Feb 18 

Cuitrenpex, Joux, Dover, Confectioner Canterbury Pet 
Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 

CLARKE, HERBERT eit Southsea, Fish Ports- 
mouth Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 

Cocks, Exr1san, Pentney, Publican King’s Lynn 

| Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

Cook, Tuomas, Lostwithiel, Cornwall, Saddler Truro 

Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 

Covsins, Harry Eanrst,and Harry Ganinsxy, Aetnsr, ay. 
Manufacturers’ Agents High Court Pet Jan 15 








Feb 16 
| Drake, Wi.tiam Hesry, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Grocer 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb 16 rane Feb 16 
Ducxwoarts, Tuomas, Church, Lancs Blackburn Pet Feb 
Ord Feb 17 


7 
| Func Hu, Wiii1amM James, King’s Hill 
Winchester Pet Feb 10" bh Feb 18 


Wuire, oskane Chilvers Coton, Warwick, Labourer March 12 

Wiriiams, Gapriet Parkes, d, Treher 

WituiaMs, erm a 
IN 


Cooxe, Tuomas Iuirre, Cardiff, Hairdresser Feb 28 at 11 | 


IsHerwoop, James, and Jonx Epcar, Bolton, Herbalists | 
Mar st — 


Lrypen, CLARENCE "ALFRED, Ryde, lof W, Insurance Ages | 


ames Lumais, | 


Oxurvant, GrorGr DANIEL STARKLEY, Eastcheap, Solicitor | 
March 2 


Perrson, JOseru, Rosedale West, Yorks, Grocer March 4 | 


Beach, nr Alton, Hants 





Oakey, Nuneaton 
bert, Grocer March 3 Cule, Treherbert 
rthen March 25 Browne. 


Carmarthen 
Sussex, Licensed Victualler March 20 Church, Brighton 


ortslade 
Woop, Ropert, Brighton March 27 Brill, Brighton 


{ come ao Saree oy ad Fruit Salesman Burnley Pet 
| b 14 


Guevowy, Tuomas Epuox, Pershore, Worcester, Market 
| wi Pet Feb 18" Ord Feb 18 
| 





Haues, Witrrep Burckwarpt Atuerstoxe, Cambridge, 
Student Cambridge Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Harries, Tuomas Nasxn, Dinas Cross, Pembroke, Farmer 
rmarthen Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb 18 


Hopees, Artuur Ropert, , Greengrocer Bir- 
mingham Pet Feb 17 Ord Fe! 
Hopekins, Harry Josepn Jorpay, Belford Bedford Pet 
Jan 29 Feb 17 
Horton, _—— Wolverham; ,Coal Merchant Wolver- 
ham: Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
| Isnerwoop, James, and Joan Epaar, Bolton, Herbalists 
Bolton’ Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
Jones, Joun Brenic, Brailes, Warwick, Schoolmaster Ban- 
bury Est Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
Jon ES DERICK Davin, New Tredegar, Monmouth, Grocer 
Tredegar Pet Feb 17 _ Ord Feb i 
Lakg, — Wi.uiam, Binham, Nonfolk Norwich Pet 
Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
Law, Jim, West Melton, Yorks, General Dealer Sheffield 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
| Lawrence, Henry Morniss, Pn y= ee Grocer 
Middlesbrough Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
Liypven, Clarence ALFrep, Ryde, I ~ ade Insurance Agent 
Newport Pet Feb 16 Feb 16 
Lirr_ewoor, Jonn Atsert, Heeley, Sheffield. Butchers’ 
Outfitter Sheffield Pet Feb .., Ord Feb 17 
MEALING, ALBERT tat Ly hy yeombe, Chair Manu- 
| facturer Aylesbury Pet Jan 30 7 Ond Feb 16 
eae = 4 H, Luton,Gentleman Luton Pet Dec 30 Ord 
‘eb 17 
Newey, Wit.1aM _ sapenasn. Smethwick, Staffs, 
Hardware ‘et Feb3 Ord Feb 17 
| Nye, THomas = Railton rd, Herne Hill, Tailor High 
a Seon King poe i, Butcher Kingston 
Oyston, Grore rr 
upon Hult Pet Feb 17 Feb 
Fons, Witiiam, Abertillery, 4d Builder Tredegar 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
Poot, Atrrep, Earl Shilton, Leicester, Farmer Leicester 
Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 
Psa, Frank Lesuiz, Balham, Builder Wandsworth Pet 


Feb 14 Ord Feb 16 
| Raxpoy, Grorce, Hathern, Leicester, Hosiery Manu- 
| facturer Leicester Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 
| ScuuLTz, Simon, Hull, Tobacconist 
| 


Kingston upon 
n upon Hull Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 
Harti 


Seymour, po Epwiy, West lepool, Dealer 
Sunderland Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
| ones Joux, Colwyn Bay, Bangor Pet 


| Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
Surru, ALEXANDER pans, South Hampstead High Court 
| Pet Jani2 Ord Feb 
| Smee, WitulaM, Coats Leeds Pet Feb 16 Oni 
Feb 16 
| Tessutt, tom Potr Sandiacre, Derby, Gentleman 
Derb: ‘et Feb 17 "Ord Feb 17 
THomas, co Boson, Beltgent, Glam, Draper Cardiff 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
Veugas, WIiLuiaM fo, Exeter, Builder Exeter Pet 
Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 
t | Vickery, Ricuarp Lewis, Herne Bay, Kent, Fishmonger 
Canterbury Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 
Weieut, Atrrep Emanvet, Ash Vale. 
Guildford Pet Dec18 Ord Feb 17 
, Carpenter Peterborough 


, Surrey, Builder 


bade ~ SAMUEL 
et Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 


} 
| 
| 
| 
i 





| Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
| Soxrcrrors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
| requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 


Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: Soricrrors’ JouRNAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 533., 
post-free (53 Nos. 1902-3). Soxrorrors’ 
JOURNAL only, 26s. 6d. ; Country, 28s. 6d. ; 
Foreign, 31s. WaKkty REPORTER, in 

Wrapper, 268. 6d.; Country or Fureign, 
Ss. Gd, 





| Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 28. 9d, ; half 
| law calf, 5s. 6d. 


To Investors, Solicitors, and Trustees. 
os, MESES. ASHLEY GORDON & CO.’S 
REGISTER contains jiculars of sound Invest- 
ments for Sale Privately, including Freehold and Lease- 
hold Shop Property, bey ve and Ground = to suit 
large or small buyers, also Building Land.—Post free. 


Vendor’s Solicitors are invited to send particulars, 
38, OLD BOND STREET, W. 








Orrices : 
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SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1903. 
MESSRS. 


EBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & 
BRIDGEWATER 

beg to announce that their SALES for 1903 of ESTATES, 
Investments, Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, 
Business Premises, Building Land, Ground-rents, Ac ivow- 
sons, Reversions, Stocks, Shares, and other Properties 
will be held at the AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse -yard, 
near the Bank of England, in the City of London, as 
follows :— 

Tuesday, March 3. Thursday, July 2. 

Tuesday, March 10. Tuesday, July 7. 

Tuesday, March 17. Thursday, July 9. 

Tuesday, March 24. Tuesday, July 14. 

Tuesday, March 31. Thursday, July 16. 

Tuesday, April 7. Tuesday, July 21. 

Tuesday, April 21. Thursday, July 23. 

Tuesday, July 28. 


Thursday, July 30. 
Tuesday, August 11. 
Tue: sday, August 18. 








Tuesday, May 19. 
Tuesday, May 26. 
Thursday, May 28. 
Tuesday, June 9. | 





, October 20, 
Tuesday, October 27. 
Tuesday, November 10. 


Thursday, June 11. 
Tuesday, November 17. 


Tuesday, June 16. 


Tuesday, June 23. Tuesday, December 1. 
Thursday, June 25. Tuesday, December 8. 
Tuesday, June 30. Tuesday, December 15. 





By arrangement, Auctions can also be held on other 
days, in town or country. Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, 
Farmer, & Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 
for Probate and other purposes of Furniture, Pictures, 
Farming Stock, Timber, &c. 

DETAILED LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, Estates, 
Sporting Quarters, Residences, Shops, and Business Pre- 
mises to be Let or Sold by private contract are published on 
= 1st of each month, and can be obtained of Messrs. 

, Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, Estate Agents, 
sateen and Valuers, 80, Cheapside, London, E.C. 
Telephone No. 503 Bank. 





Order of the Trustees of the late Richard Sterry, Esq. 

Cc FREEHOLD.—CANNON STREET, Nos. 98, 100, 

102, and 104, at the corner of Laurence Pountney-hill. 

A highly valuable Freehold Property, now let at £915 per 
annum, with reversion in 28} years to the rack-rentals of 
the important buildings standing upon the site, or toa 
ground-rent now moderately estimated at £2,000 per 
annum. The area is about 6,400 square feet, with a 
commanding frontage of about 56ft. 9in. to Cannon- 
street, a corner splay of 7ft. 10in., and a return frontage 
of about 80ft. to Laurence Pountney-hill. The buildings 
comprise extensive business premises, offices, warehouses, 
&c., principally in the occupation of the India Rubber, 
Gutta Percha, and Telegraph Works Company, Limited, 
and partly of their under-tenants. The property occupies 
a fine corner position between Cannon-street Railway 
Station and King William-street, and offers to trustees, 
capitalists, insurance companies, and others an investment 
of the highest class, affording, as it does, a very sub- 
stantial income at the present time with a largely increas- 
ing value year by year as the reversion approaches. 


essTs. 
[pp eenaae, TEWSON, FARMER, & 
BRIDGEW ATER 

will SELL, at the MART, on TUESDAY, MARCH 24, at 
TWO, the above very valuable and important FREEHOLD 
PROPERTY. The premises consist of front and back 
buildings, comprising a very fine ground floor, divided into 
departments, with two entrances from Cannon-street, and a 
lofty and equally extensive basement. There are three 
floors of capital offices, &c., over the front portion with 
separate entrance at the corner of Cannon-street and 
Laurence Pountney-hill; the back warehouses have four 
floors above the ground floor with loophole doors and an 
entrance also from Laurence Pountney-hill. The whole is 
let under two leases at £915 per annum, for terms expiring 
at Michaelmas, 1931, when the purchaser will be entitled to 
the full annual value of the property. 

Particulars of Charles Wallis, Esq., So, Basing- 
stoke ; and of the Auctioneers, 80, Cheapside, E 





CITY OF LONDON.—ALDGATE, in an important posi- 
tion, within a few yards of the junction of Leadenhall- 
street and Fenchurch-street. -A valuable Freehold Build- 
ing Site, occupying an area of about 2,005 square feet, 
with excellent front and back lights, admirably adapted 
for the erection of spacious modern _— and other Busi- 
ness Premises. With possession.—Mess 

[BSENEAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & 

BRIDGEWATER 

will SELIL, at the MART, on TUESDAY, MARCH 24, at 

TWO, the capital FREEHOLD BUILDING SITE (land tax 

redeemed ), together with the old existing premises, No. 24, 

Aldgate. The property has a frontage on the north side of 

this important business thoroughfare with a considerable 

depth, and extends in the rear of the adjoining premises, 

No. 25, Aldgate. 

Particulars of Messrs. Glaisyer, Porter, & Tangye, Solici- 
tors, 26, Waterloo-street, Birmingham, or their London 
its, "Mesars. Burton, Yeates, & Hart, 23, Surrey-street, 

Strand ; of Messrs. Hickson & Son, Land Agents and Sur- 

veyors, "31, Queen Victoria-street, E.C.; and of the Auc- 

tioneers, 80, Cheapside. 


Vj ESSES. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUERS, 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
TRONMONGER LANE, CHEAPSIDE, E.C 
and 308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W. 
(Established 1773.) 
Telephone Nos.— 5964 Bank,’’ “ 130 Streatham.” 
Telegrams—* Oldest, London.” 





Sale Days for the Year 1903.—Messrs. 


eee ee ELLIS, EGERTON, 
BREACH, GALSWORTHY, & CO. 
beg to announce that the undermentioned dates have been 
fixed for their AUCTIONS of FREEHOLD, C opyhold, and 
a asehold ESTATES, Reversions, Shares, Life Interests, 
, at the AUCTION M/ ART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C. 
Ot her appointments for intermediate Sales can also be 


arranged. 
Thursday, te 12. Thursday, July 16. 
Thursday, Thursday, July 23. 

: Thursday, July 30. 
Thursday, August 6. 
Thursday, September 24. 
Thursday, October 8. 
Thursday, October 22. 
Thursday, November 12. 
Thursday, November 26. 
Thursday, December 3. 
Thursday, December 10. 






, May 21. 
y, June 4. 
y, June 9. 

, June 18, 
Thursday, July 2. 
Thursday, July 9. 
A List of forthcoming Sales by Auction is published in 
the advertisement columns of “The Times,” “ Standard,”’ 
and ‘ Morning Post’ every Satur lay. 

Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, & Co. also issue on the 1st of 
every Month a SCHEDULE OF PROPERTIES TO BE 
LET OR SOLD, comprising landed and residential estates, 
farms, freehold and leasehold houses, town and country 
building land, City offices and warehouses, ground-rents, 
and investments generally, which will be forwarded free 
of charge on application to their Offices, No. 29, Fleet- 
street, Temple-bar, E.C. 












To Trustees, Capitalists, and Others. 
HORNSEY RISE and HOLLOWAY. —Important FREE- 
HOLD GROUND - RENTS, amounting to £123 per 
annum, and a £40 Leasehold Rent, secured upon 23 
houses, 3 shops, and a mission hall, with reversion in 
from 31 to 46 years (except as to one house) to the 
valuable rack-rentals, moderately estimated at £985 per 
annum .— Messrs. : me 
JrABEBEROTHER, ELLIS, EGERTON, 

BREACH, GALSWORTHY, & CO. 

will SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 
yard, E.C., on THURSDAY, MARCH 12, 1903, at TWO 

o'clock pre cisely. in Twelve Lots, the following 

FREEHOL@ GROUND-RENTS. 





Estimated 
Property. Soe Rental 
Value. 
HORNSEY RISE —Mo. 62.. £1212 0} £70 


ST. JOHN’S ROAD, HOLL Ow: AY. 
Nos. 41, 43, 45, 47, 49, 51, 53, 55, and 
57 (in One Lot 10 0 0 322 

BENWELL RO ‘AD, HOLL OWAY.. 
Nos. 62, 64, 87, 89, 91, 93, 95, 97, 99, 
101, 113, and 115 (in Six Lots) 72 0 0} 362 

QUEENSLAND RD., HOLLOWAY. 
St. Barnabas’ Mission Hall, also 
Nos. 18, 20, 22, and 24 (in Three 
_ teins.) Sadeoay 

LEASEHOLD PROPERTY. 

HORNSEY ROAD, yoy ee 
—Nos. 48, 50, and 50a; held for a Let - = 85 
about 40 yrs. unexpired, at £8 10s. { Peeve ang 
per annum (in One Lot) adaeiaad 
May be viewed by permission ‘of the tenants, and particu- 

lars with plan and conditions of sale obtained of Messrs, 

Tatham & Proctor, Solicitors, 36, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. ; 

at the Mart; and of Messrs. Fairbrother, Ellis, & Co., 29, 

Fleet-street, Temple-bar, E.C. 





2 8 O| 146 











WEDNESDAY NEXT. 

By a! of the Trustees.—KI } 
END, VICTORIA PARK, G LANES 

PARK, TOFNELL PARK, NEW SOU THGATES 


























































ISLINGTON. 
NV —. SALTER, REX, & CO. 
IVE sen 


y AUCTION, at the MART, EO, 
WwW EDNESDAY, MARCH 4, 1903, at TWO o'clock prec 
the following important FREEHOLD and LEASEHO 
MANUFACTURING PREMISES and other Properties s 

KING’S CROSS.—Freehold Business Premises, with 
stantial buildings thereon, and being No. 31, Caledon} 
road, and 32a, York-road, King’s-cross ; leased to a 
known firm of timber merchants for 21 years from 1895, 
£250 per annum. ; 

KING’S CROSS.—Leasehold, newly-built Manufactug 
Premises, No. 15, Britannia-street, with about 70ft. } 
frontage to Wicklow-street, King’s-cross ; let on lease 
what is practically an improved grount-rent of £200 
annum, and held for 68 years unexpired, at a ground. 
of £60 per annum. 

CROUCH END.—Spacious Family Residence, No, 
Avenue-road, Crouch-end; Detached; high and g 
position ; close to station ; seven bedrooms, bath h. and@ 
three reception-rooms, kitchen, and offices ; large gard 
well stocked with fruit and other trees; lease 74 ye 
ground-rent £11; with possession. 

VICTORIA PARK.—Two Factories and Three Cott 
adjoining, Nos. 28, 29, 30, 28a, and 285, Bowe 
Victoria-park , the factories are let to a well-known firm 
£110 per annum, on lease, and the cottages at 10s. a 
each ; held for 63 years unexpired, at ground-rents amou 
ing to £80 per annum on the whole. 

GREEN LANES.—Nos. 520, 522, 524, West-green-te 
Tottenham, N., No. 520 having coach-house, stabling 
three horses, and about half-acre of garden ; let at 
adequate re: ntals of £50, £35, and £40 respectively, and 
for 29 years unexpired, ‘at £21 10s. ground-rent, which 
be apportioned. 

BOWES PARK.—Six Bay-fronted Villas, Nos. 1, 3, 9, 
13, and 15, Earlham-road, Bowes Park (two minutes 
Wood-green Town Hall), and each containing six g 
rooms; let on yearly agreements, No. 1 at £25, the othen 
£24 each ; ; lease 91 years unexpired ; zround-rents, No 
and 3 of £5 10s. each, the others £5 each. 

Solicitor, J. P. Garrett, Esq., 38, Great James-sti 
Bedford-row, W.C. 

KENTISH TOWN.—The Semi-detached long 
Residence, No. 119, Brecknock-road, close K 8e 
stations, and containing six bedrooms, bath (h. and 
three reception-rooms, kitchen, conservatory, and 
garden; held for 53 years unexpired, at a ground-rent 
£8.—Solicitor, Evan Hayward, Esq., Scarboro’-street, Wi 
Hartlepool. 

NEW SOUTHGATE.—Nos. 82 and 84, High-m 
fronting the proposed new electric trams, and each @ 
taining seven rooms and scullery ; No. 82 let at 12s, a 
No. 84 at the totally inadequate rent of £22 per annw 
tenants in each case pay all rates and taxes; lease 64 
unexpired, at _ -rents of £5 each.—Solicitor, 
Wedlake, Esq., Bank-chambers, Finsbury-park, N. 

ISLINGTON.—The commanding Corner Leasehold § 
Premises, No. 80, Goodlinge-road, just off Caledonian-r0 
and containing spacious shop and seven good living-roo 
let to established grocers, — paid a substantial premit 
on entry, upon full repairing seal at moderate rental 
£60 per annum; lease about 58 years; ground-rent 6 
£6 per annum.— "Solicitors, Messrs. Andrew Wood, 
& Sutton, 8 and 9, Great James-street, Bedford-row, WG 

Particulars, with plans and conditions of sale, ma 
obtained of the respective Solicitors; at the Mart, E.G 
and of the Auctioneers, 311, Kentish-town-road, Ny 
Telephone 569, King’s-cross. 











XY CC. & T. MOORE will SELL by 
e AUCTION, at the MART, on THURSDAY, 
MARCH 12, 1903, at TWO :— 
FREEHOLDS. 

ISLINGTON.—Houses - Workshops, 46, 47, Colebrook- 
row. Land area 8,000 sq. 

FOREST GATE. ~ Daodal Residence, with Stable, 17, 
Margery Park-road. 

LOWER CLAPTON.—Prominent Corner Shop, another 
Shop and a House, Nos. 91, 93, and 117, Rendlesham-road. 

MILE END.—The Shops and Houses, 147 and 149, Globe- 
road and Fosketts-buildings. 

LIMEHOUSE.—A Warehouse and two Houses, 4, 6, 8, 


Gill-street. 
LEASEHOLDS 
MILE END.—Shops 66, 68, 70, Cleveland-street, and 
House 7, Cephas-street. 
STOKE NEWINGTON.—Semi-detached Residence, 68, 
Manor-road. 
PLAISTOW.—Nine Houses in Trinity-street and Star- 


lane 
The Residence, No. 87, St. Mary’s-road. 








HARLESDEN.— 

MILE END ROAD.—Houses, Nos. 25 and 26, Beaumont- 
square. 

Auction and Estate Agency Offices, Seven, Leadenhall- 
street, E.C.; and 144, Mile End-road, E. 


| Cs LLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.C. 
Established 1807. 
AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS 
OF 
MILLS AND MANUFACTORIES, 
PLANT AND MACHINERY, 

WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 

Telegraphic Address—‘‘ Fu.ter, Horsey, Lonpon,” 
Telephone No. 746 AVENUE. 


ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 
street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 


intending Purchasers to the many attractive West End 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- 











tion. Surveys and Valuations attended 



































BROMPTON.—IMPROVED LEASEHOLD GROUS 
RENTS, producing a net annual income of £28, see 
upon Nos. 10, 13, 15, 17, and 19, South-street, near So 
Kensington Station, of the rack-rental value of § 
£485 per annum, and held for n¢ “arly 22 years unexpil e 

yi Sees. TYLER & CO. will offer 

4 above for SALE by AUCTION, at the MAR 

Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on FRIDAY, MARCH 13, 1908, 

TWO o'clock. 
Particulars and conditions of sale of Messrs. Boults 

Sons, & Sandeman, Solicitors, 21a, Northampton-squ 

Clerkenwell, E.C.; at the Mart; and of the Auctione 

45, Holborn-viaduct, E.C. 

SONS 


MESSRS. STIMSON & 
Auctioneers, Surveyors, and Valuers, 

Land, House, and Estate Agents, 

8, MOORGATE STREET, BANK, E.C., 


AND 

2, NEW KENT ROAD, 8.E. 

Opposite the Elephant and Castle). 

UCTION SALES are held at the MARE 
Tokenhouse-yard, City, nearly every THURSDA® 

and on other days as occasion may require. 
STIMSON & SONS undertake SALES and LETTING 
by PRIVATE TREATY, Valuations, Surveys, otiati 
of Mortgages, Receiverships in ¢ Shancery, References 
Arbitrations, the Adjustment of Compensation and o@ 
Claims, Sales by Auction of Furniture and Stock, Collect 
of Rents, &e. 
Separate Lists of Property, Grgund-rents for Sale, 
Houses, Premises, &c., to be Let® are issued on the Ist 
each month ; and can be ag gratis on application, 
free by post for two stam No charge for insertie 
Telegraphic address, ‘‘ Serva ” London,”’ 


WILLIS, CROUCH, & LEE 
AUCTIONEERS & SURVEYORS, 
29, BASINGHALL STREET, E.G 
ESTABLISHED 189, 

Telegrams; ** Auctissima, London,” 











Telephone: 732 Central, 





